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THE  SOVIET  ARMED  FORCES  IN  THE  INTERNAR  PERIOD 
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introduction 


In  the  Soviet  terminology ,  the  lnterwar  period,  elsewhere  regarded 
as  comprising  the  roughly  two  decades  between  the  world  wars ,  is  the 
Interval  between  the  Russia?)  Civil  War  and  the  German  invasion.  While 
the  distinction ,  iihe  that  between  World  War  II  and  the  Great  Patriotic 
War ,  is,  no  doubt,  as  much  mythological  as  actual,  it  bears  significantly 
on  all  aspects  of  the  Soviet  armed  forces'  effectiveness .  How  to  make 
the  transition  from  the  war  of  1914-1918  to  that  of  1939-1945  concerned 
the  Soviet  military  and  political  authorities  as  much  as  it  did  those  of 
any  of  the  other  major  powers,  but  the  Soviet  perceptions  and  responses 
were  conditioned  by  special  circumstances .  One  was  the  technological  and 
Industrial  backwardness  of  the  Russian  nation.  The  other  was  the  radical 
discontinuity  the  communist  system  had  Imposed  on  the  Russian  state.  As 
a  consequence,  the  lnterwar  period  was  substantially  different  for  the 
Soviet  armed  forces,  and  It  consisted  of  several  distinct  phases. 
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The  first  of  those ,  the  Civil.  War,  is  considered  to  have  begun  in 
late  May  1916,  when  a  Czechoslovakian  corps  composed  of  former  prisoners 
of  war  seized  control  of  the  Trans-Siberian  Railroad,  and  to  have  ended 
In  November  1920  with  the  defeat  of  the  White  general  Baron  Peter  Wrangel 
and  the  conclusion  of  the  Polish  Wax .  Leon  Trot ski y  had  become  People's 
Commissar  of  War  (war  minister )  in  March  1918  and  had  begun  organizing 
the  Workers'  and  Peasants'  Red  Army.  The  Workers'  and  Peasants'  Red 
Navy,  the  renamed  ex-lmperlal  Baltic  Fleet,  existed  already ,  and  the  Red 
Army  had  established  an  air  contingent  comprised  of  aircraft  and 
personnel  taken  over  from  the  Imperial  forces.  The  so-called  " old  army," 
not  the  least  as  a  result  of  Bolshevik  (communist)  subversion,  had  become 
totally  useless  and  what  was  left  of  it  was  having  to  be  disbanded .  The 
Red  Army  regarded  Itself  not  only  as  a  replacement  but  as  an  "army  of  a 
wholly  new  type ,”  which  it  and  the  other  Soviet  armed  forces  would 
subsequently  always  claim  to  be.  The  primary  characteristics  of  the  " new 
type “  are  said  to  be  dedication  to  the  service  of  the  working  class  and 
reliance  on  class  spirit  and  on  the  guidance  of  the  Communist  Party. 

Trotskly  was  as  good  a  Marxist  as  any  but  also  a  pragmatist,  and  he 
undertook  to  build  the  Red  Army  to  conform  as  closely  as  the  circum¬ 
stances  would  allow  to  the  European  standard  of  the  World  War  T  era.  The 
result  was  a  conscript  army  --  of  3  million  in  1919  and  5.5  million  by 
mid-1920  --  officered ,  although  that  term  was  prohibited  during  the  Civil 
War  and  for  a  long  time  thereafter ,  by  politically  acceptable  commanders 
and  * military  specialists."  Party  members  with  a  taste  or  talent  for 
military  affairs,  ’ old  army *  enlisted  men  who  supported  the  Bolsheviks, 
and  workers  trained  In  commanders'  schools  comprised  the  politically 
acceptable  contingent.  The  military  specialists  were  former  imperial 
army  officers  who  volunteered  for  or  were  drafted  Into  the  Red  Army.  By 
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the  end  of  the  Civil  War,  the  politically  acceptable  groups  accounted  for 
sixty-six  percent  of  the  command  personnel,  but  then  still  mostly  in  the 
company  grades.  As  they  had  throughout  the  war,  the  military  ope  alists 
held  by  far  the  larger  part  of  the  intermediate  and  higher  .level 
appointments The  need  to  employ  military  specialists  whose  commitment 
to  the  revolu-  tion  was  often  doubtful,  to  say  the  least,  perpetuated  a 
practice  begun  while  the  "old  army"  still  existed  of  appointing  political 
commissars .  That  developed  during  the  war  Into  a  duai  command  system  in 
which  the  military  commander  could  neither  issue  nor  enforce  orders 
without  the  concurrence  of  his  commissar . 

The  first  phase  In  the  lnterwar  period  (In  the  Soviet  view )  was 
that  of  the  " economic  reconstruction"  and  the  "mill taru  reforms . "  The 
two  began  simultaneously  in  March  1921  with  the  Kronshtadt  naval  mutiny 
and  the  Tenth  Party  Congress.  The  mutiny  was  taken,  probably  correctly, 
as  a  sign  that  the  party  was  on  the  verge  of  alienating  Its  staunchest 
support ;  and  the  congress  undertook  to  repair  the  damage  by  approving  the 
Hew  Economic  Policy  (HEP),  which  sanctioned  a  relatively  free  economy, 
and  conversion  of  the  Red  Army  to  a  militia  system,  whlc  would  reduce 
the  strain  the  5.5  million-man  regular  army  was  putting  on  the  economy. 
By  the  fall  of  1923,  the  Red  Army  converted  to  a  cadre  (regular!  force  of 

5 16,000  troops  in  26  divisions  and  a  part-time  territorial  militia  of  26 
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divisions .  The  navy  brought  the  armed  forces'  total  to  562,000. 

The  second  phase  of  the  lnterwar  period  is  said  to  have  started  in 
1929  with  the  first  of  the  five-year  plans  for  industrialization; 
however ,  its  military  aspect,  the  " technological  reconstruction  of  the 
armed  forces,"  did  not  begin  to  take  definite  shape  until  June  1931  when 
Mikhail  Tukhachevskl y,  a  former  Tsarist  lieutenant  who  had  held  army  and 
army  group  commands  in  the  Civil  War  and  had  been  Chief  of  the  Red  Army 
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Staff,  became  deputy  People's  Commissar  for  Military  and  Naval  Affairs 

4 

and  chief  of  armaments  for  the  armed  forces.  in  1932  and  after ,  the 
armed  forces  acquired  new.  Soviet-made  weapons  and  equipment  of  all  kinds 
in  great  quanti  titles ,  etnd  Tukhachevskly  undertook  to  Incorporate  them 
into  the  military  organizations  and  doctrine.  The  Army  had  received 
15,000  tanks  by  1938,  euid  aircraft  production  of  all  types  was  running  at 

5 

over  5,000  planes  per  year.  The  Navy  reportedly  increased  its  tonnage 
130  percent  by  1939,  but  that  apparently  was  from  a  small  base  by  world 
standards  and  Included  rebuilding , 6 

The  technological  reconstruction  also  brought  structural  changes, 
the  most  notable  of  which  was  a  shift  away  from  the  militia  system.  The 
militia,  which  had  done  no  more  than  provide  basic  infantry  training , 
could  not  effectively  absorb  and  operate  the  new  weapons  and  equipment. 
The  quantities  of  the  latter  becoming  available  also  made  a  personnel 
expansion  necessary ? 

Although  the  Soviet  literature  generally  treats  the  technological 
reconstruction  as  the  last  phase  in  the  Interwar  period,  it  is  evident 
that  the  armed  forces'  experience  was  sufficiently  discontinuous  in  the 
four  years  preceding  the  German  invasion  to  have  constituted  two 
additional  phases.  The  first  began  with  Tukhachevskly ' s  arrest  and 
execution  in  June  1937.  The  purge  that  followed  brought  about  the  deaths 
of  three  of  the  five  marshals  of  the  Soviet  Union  and,  according  to  one 
of  the  few  Soviet  accounts  to  be  specific  on  the  matter ,  all  of  the 
military  district  commanders  and  corps  commanders,  "almost  all"  division 

g 

and  brigade  commanders,  end  "about  half"  of  the  commanders  of  regiments . 
The  purge  continued  up  to  an> *  hoy ond  the  outbreak  of  war  in  western 
Europe  on  1  September  1939  coinciding  also  with  the  Soviet  Involvement  in 


the  Spanish  Civil  War  and  an  undeclared  war  In  the  Far  East  with  Japan. 
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By  the  spring  of  1940 ,  however ,  the  war  in  Europe  was  profouiydly 

affecting  the  Soviet  armed  forces.  The  Winter  War  against  Finland,  which 

ended  in  March  1940,  and  the  fall  of  France  in  June  left  the  Soviet  Union 

In  the  distinctly  unpleasant  position  of  having  to  face  Germany  alone 

with  forces  that  the  Finnish  war  had  shown  to  have  deep-seated 

deficiencies.  Consequently,  the  last  peacetime  year  was  given  over  to 

massive  new  preparedness  programs  in  command,  training  and  equipment  of 

the  armed  forces  that  together  with  modernization  already  begun 

9 

constituted  a  second  technological  reconstruction. 


From  their  Inception ,  the  armed  forces  "of  a  new  type"  were  held  to 
have  eliminated  the  need  for  political -military  accommodation.  The 
Communist  Party ,  the  " leading ,  guiding  and  organizing  force as  Marshal 
A.  A.  Grechko  has  put  it,  "always  found  the  most  advisable  structure  and 
flexible  forms  and  methods  of  political  and  military  leadership."10 
And  the  political  and  the  military  leadership  could  rely  on  the 
infallible  guidance  of  Marxist -Leninist  doctrine.  Furthermore,  as  a 
one-class  organization  of  workers  and  peasants ,  the  armed  forces  "of  a 
new  type"  were  regarded  as  having  erased  the  social  distinctions  that  had 
previously  existed  between  the  officers  and  the  other  ranks  and  the 
differences  in  outlook  that  had  frequently  divided  the  officers  and  the 
political  authorities.  The  armed  forces  "of  a  new  type"  were  -  and  are 
--  therefore  presumed  to  have  rendered  traditional  military  protession- 
allsm,  which  was  a  priori  inimical  to  the  Interests  of  the  working  class, 
obsolete . 

In  practice,  the  political -military  relationship  was  one  of  the 
first  major  problems  of  the  Soviet  state.  The  armed  forces  came  into 
being  under  communist  political  control,  but  the  party  possessed  no 
military  expertise .  The  ex-imperial  officers  had  a  monopoly  on  that ,  and 
party  doctrine  held  them  to  he  a  class  hostile  to  the  revolution .  During 
the  years  1918-1924 ,  Lenin  delegated  the  actual  control  of  the  armed 
forces  to  Trotskly,  who,  although  he  was  as  faithful  a  Marxist  as  anyone, 
rejected  the  idea  that  war  could  be  conducted  on  the  basis  of  a  political 
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doctrine  alone.  War,  he  insisted ,  was  "on  art,"  a  "trade,"  "a  skill  with 
certain  habits  which  are  elaborated  by  experience  and  correctly 
assimilated,"  a  skill  that  could  be  transformed  into  a  "high  art."** 
As  long  as  he  was  the  main  link  between  the  political  leadership  and  the 
armed  forces,  military  professionalism  in  the  conventional  sense  was 
esteemed  more  highly  than  it  would  be  during  the  remainder  of  the 
lnterwar  period.  He  recruited  and  drafted  thousands  of  former  imperial 
officers  as  military  specialists  (48,000  iy  mld-1920) ,  and  he  relnsti- 
tuted  the  post  of  Supreme  Commander  in  Chief.  The  latter,  a  military 
specialist ,  was  "entirely  Independent  on  matters  of  strategy  and 
operations ,"  but  his  orders  had  to  be  countersigned  by  a  political  member 
of  the  Revolutionary  Military  Council  of  which  Trotskiy  was  the 
chairman. ** 

Trotskiy' s  reliance  on  the  military  specialists ,  however,  aroused 
Instant  resentment  among  the  party  members  with  little  or  no  military 
experience  who  had  established  themselves  as  field  commanders  and  saw 
their  way  to  the  top  being  blocked  by  the  preference  given  to  the  former 
officers.  fly  March  1919,  this  hostility  had  coalesced  into  near 
dlssidence ,  and  its  spokesmen  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  party,  chief 
among  them  Mikhail  Frunze  and  Kliment  Voroshilov,  had  become  known  as  the 
“military  opposition."  Frunze,  Voroshilov  and  their  adherents  contended 
that  the  Marxist  state  ought  to  do  away  with  regular,  centralized 
military  organization  and  rely  on  the  spirit  of  the  working  class  and  the 
initiative  and  leadership  of  party  men  such  as  themselves ,  essentially  on 
what  Trotskiy  scornfully  characterized  as  "guerrlllalsm. "  In  .1921, 
Frunze  published  a  theory  of  a  unified  military  doctrine  In  which  he 

Implied  that  military  doctrine  could  be  derived  from  Marxist 

.  ,  ,  13 

principles . 
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Trotskiy  kept  the  upper  hand  over  the  military  opposition  in  the 
party  throughout  the  Civil  War  and  into  Che  period  of  Che  military 
reforms ,  but  after  Frunze  supplanted  him  as  People's  Commissar  for 
Military  and  Naval  Affairs  in  January  1925,  the  political -military 
relationship  changed.  The  post  of  Supreme  Commander  in  Chief,  which  had 
been  held  by  military  specialists ,  had  been  abolished  in  1924  on  the 
grounds  that  It  was  unnecessary  in  peacetime,  and  after  Frunze  took 
office  the  people's  commissar  became  the  military  as  well  as  the 
political  chief  of  the  armed  forces.  Frunze  would  possibly  have  been 
suited  to  the  dual  role.  He  was  a  political  figure  of  some  consequence, 
and  had  successfully  held  several  Important  military  commands  during  the 
Civil  War ,  but  he  died  before  he  had  been  in  office  a  full  year.  His 
successor,  Voroshilov ,  also  a  party  man  with  Civil  War  military 
experience  but  undistinguished  in  both,  owed  his  tenure  as  people's 

commissar,  which  ran  until  1940,  entirely  to  a  subservient,  relationship 

with  Josef  Stalin. 

After  192 5,  the  leaders  of  what  had  been  the  military  opposition 
held  the  top  military  posts,  and  they  removed  the  military  specialists 
from  the  key  command  and  staff  positions .  Most  were  discharged,  and  some 
were  appointed  to  teach  at  the  military  schools.  The  former  members  of 
the  military  opposition  lost  the  desire  to  promote  decentralization  of 
command  once  they  reached  the  top,  but  their  competence  to  function 

professionally  at  L he  levels  they  had  attained  was  manifestly 
questionable .  Tukhachevskly  was  the  only  one  who  Impressed  foreign 
military  observers .  In  1928,  a  German  officer  with  access  to  the  Soviet 
high  command.  Colonel  Hllmar  Ritter  von  Mittelberqer ,  described 
Tukhachevskly  as  “the  most  significant,  military  figure  In  the  Red 


Army . 
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The  future  German  field  marshal,  Brlch  von  Mansteln,  who 


visited  the  Soviet  Union  In  1931,  dismissed  Voroshilov  as  "a  politician " 

bat  found  Tukhachevskly  " from  the  military  point  of  view  an  undoubted JVi 

IS 

Interesting  personality  ...  ruthiess  and  Intelligent.''  In  1936,  D. 
Fedotoff  Uhl te  regarded  Tukhachevskly  as  " the  present  actual  head  of  the 
soviet  Army."16 

Tukhachevskly  was  never  the  "actual  head  of  the  Soviet  Army,"  nor 

was  anyone  else  other  than  Josef  Stalin  after  192 5.  At  the  height  of  his 

career  between  1931  and  1937,  Tukhachevskly  was  a  technician  managing  a 

program,  not  the  head  of  the  army  or  of  the  armed  forces ,  although  he  was 

the  military  figure  after  Frunze  who  came  closest  to  playing  that 
17 

role.  Stalin  regarded  the  military  profession  as  distinct  but  not  as 
autonomous.  He  saw  to  It  that  his  own  military  reputation  was  elevated 
to  match  his  political  stature ;  and  during  the  1930s,  after  the  top 
appointments  In  the  armed  forces  had  mostly  been  given  to  men  whose 
qualifications  derived  from  the  Civil  War,  his  experience  in  the  field 
could  be  stretched  to  nearly  equal  theirs  In  all  but  a  few  Instances . 
Moreover,  he  had  sat,  along  with  Lenin  and  Trotskiy,  on  the  Defense 
Council ,  the  all-powerful  strategy-and-pollcy-maklng  organ  for  the  armed 
forces  in  the  Civil  War. 

Throughout  the  interwar  period  the  Soviet  principle  of  collegial Ity 
in  the  decision-making  process  provided  a  permanent  point  of  contact 
between  the  professional  military  and  the  political  Jeadership  in  the 
form  of  the  Revolutionary  Military  Council  of  the  Republic  ( 1918-1934) 
and  Its  successors ,  the  Military  Council  ( 1934-1936 )  and  the  Main 
Military  and  Main  Naval  Councils  (1936-1941).  The  people's  commissar 
chaired  the  councils ,  and  the  membership  consisted  of  his  deputies ,  one 
of  whom  was  chief  of  the  General  Staff,  and  of  Politburo  members,  most 
notably  Stalin,  who  was  a  permanent  member  after  1938.  The  late  Marshal 
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Kirill  Meretskov ,  who  was  the  secretary  of  the  Main  Military  Council  in 

1938,  said  In  his  memoirs  that  Stalin  attended  the  meetings  frequently 

18 

and  received  reports  on  all  of  them.  On  the  other  hand,  Admiral  N.G. 

Kuznetsov,  who  became  People's  Commissar  of  the  Navy  In  1938,  maintained 

that  while  the  system  provided  a  direct  channel  from  the  armed  forces 

through  the  people's  commissar  to  the  Council  of  People's  Cormlssars 

( cabinet )  In  the  early  years,  later  "in  actual  fact  It  was  Stalin  who 

began  to  decide  military  matters  with  the  Council  of  People's  commissars 

19 

rubberstamping  his  decisions According  to  Kuznetsov,  consultation 

with  the  military  consisted  In  the  main  of  meetings  In  Stalin's  office  at 

which  the  people's  commissar  and  the  Chief  of  the  General  Staff 

20 

" received "  Stalin's  decisions . 

Although  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force  possessed  nominally  separate 

status  from  1918  on  as  the  Workers'  and  Peasants'  Red  Navy  and  the 

Workers'  and  Peasants'  Red  Air  Fleet,  they  did  not  have  direct  access  to 

the  highest  political  authorities  during  the  interwar  period.  Because 

command  In  both  required  certain  technical  knowledge,  they  also  did  not 

acquire  political -military  hybrids  like  Frunze  and  Voroshilov ,  and  it  was 

well  Into  the  1930s  before  officers  trained  under  the  Soviet  regime  had 

sufficient,  experience  to  take  over  the  most  responsible  posts.  The  Navy 

had  the  additional  political  liability  of  the  Kronshtadt  mutiny.  The  Air 

Force  chief  ranked  as  a  corps  commander ,  and  after  general -officer  ranks 

were  reintroduced  In  the  late  1930s,  was  the  equivalent  of  a  U.S.  major 

general.  The  Navy  acquired  its  own  people's  commissariat  and  main 

council  in  1938,  but  did  not  thereby  achieve  coequal  status  with  the 

Army.  In  fact,  according  to  Kuznetsov,  it  had  less  access  to  the  highest 

political  authority ,  namely,  Stalin,  after  1938  than  before,  since  Stalin 

21 


was  not  a  member  of  the  Main  Naval  Council. 
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Esteem  for  the  military  profession  during  the  lnterwar  period 
cannot  be  correlated  either  positively  or  negatively  with  the  armed 
forces'  successes  In  securing  shares  in  the  budget ,  industrial  resources, 
technology,  and  manpower  of  the  Soviet  state.  Those  were  determined  by 
other  considerations ,  the  most  pervasive  of  which  was  the  conviction  that 
the  Soviet  Union  was  alone  In  a  hostile  world.  The  political  authorities 
never  doubtod  that  the  armed  forces  deserved  the  maximum  feasible  support 
and  only  once  ( during  the  economic  reconstruction )  permitted  another 
requirement  to  take  precedence  over  military  preparedness.  Consequently, 
how  much  the  armed  forces  received,  individually  or  collectively, 
depended  leas  on  their  ability  to  promote  their  concerns  than  on  the 
nation's  capacity  to  generate  support  in  the  various  categories .  The 
Army,  for  Instance,  was  consistently  the  most  favored  service;  It  also 
had  the  best  political  contacts;  but  Its  Industrial ,  technological  and 
manpower  needs  happened  as  well  to  be  less  difficult  to  meet  than  those 
of  the  other  two  services;  and  Russia  was  historically  a  land  power. 
Paradoxically,  the  political  authorities  always  operated  under  a  dual 
compulsion:  to  make  the  armed  forces  strong  and  to  keep  their  leadership 

from  accumulating  power  that  could  possibly  rival  that  of  the  Communist 
Party  or  produce  a  Bonaparte , 

The  most  readily  quantifiable  measure  of  armed  forces'  political 

effectiveness,  the  budget  share,  has  always  been  difficult  to  apply  to 

the  Soviet  armed  forces,  and  that  was  never  more  the  case  than  during  the 

Interwar  period.  In  the  years  of  the  Civil  War  the  budget  was  almost 

only  a  figure  of  speech;  the  money  was  virtually  worthless;  and  the 

22 

deficit  in  the  1919  budget  was  close  to  80  percent.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  armed  forces'  claim  on  the  resources  of  the  state  received  the 
absolute  highest  priority.  As  Trotskiy  put  It,  * The  War  Department 


determined  the  government  work  of  the  entire  country .  Ml  the  other 
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government  activity  was  subsidiary  to  it ."  In  September  1918,  the 

Ml -Russian  Central  Executive  Committee  declared  the  entire  country  to  be 
"a  single  armed  camp *  and  instituted  the  system  of  " war  communism,'  which 

nationalized  Industry  and  required  the  peasants  to  turn  over  to  the 
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government  all  the  grain  they  grew.  The  council  of  workers'  and 
Peasants'  Defense,  charged  with  mobilizing  all  of  the  country's 

resources,  gave  the  armed  forces  absolute  first  claim  on  the  output  of 
Industry  and  agriculture,  but  that  amounted  In  effect  to  a  lesser  share 
in  the  shortfalls  of  both.  In  1920,  industrial  production  stood  at  about 
fifteen  percent  and  agricultural  output  at  about  sixty-five  percent  of 
the  1913  levels. 

The  civil  war  established  a  permanent  political  commitment  to 

maximum  support  of  the  armed  forces  that  never  wavered  during  the 

lnterwar  period.  The  economic  reconstruction  imposed  a  certain  stringency 

on  the  armed  forces  in  1921  and  for  some  years  thereafter ;  but  the 

demobilization  was  phased  over  three  years,  and  the  Army  reduction  to 

5 16,000  men  appears  to  have  constituted  a  relatively  small  cut  In  real 

terms  since  the  effective  fighting  strength  had  not  at  any  time  been  more 
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than  600,000  to  700,000  troops.  The  Navy  had  already  declined  from  a 

strength  of  180,000  men  in  1917  to  5 6,000  in  1921  as  a  result  of 

•  27 

attrition,  some  of  which  resulted  from  the  Kronshtadt  mutiny. 

Actually,  by  the  time  the  demobilization  ended.  In  1924,  a  build-up  was 

In  progress.  Expansion  In  the  Navy  and  Mr  Force  raised  the  armed 

forces'  cadre  ( regular )  strength  from  5 62,000  men  in  1924  to  617,000  in 
28 

1928.  The  Army  s  cadre  strength  did  not  Increase,  but  the  militia 

system  was  giving  basic  Infantry  training  to  1.8  million  men  on  a 
29 

two-year  cycle.  The  Air  Force  went  from  a  total  228  aircraft  in  1921 
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to  1,400  In  1928 ;  the  Navy  From  an  aggregate  82,000  tons  in  1922  to 
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139,000  tons  in  1926,  The  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  also  Improved  their 
relative  positions  within  the  armed  forces,  in  1921 ,  the  Army's  share 
was  98,6  percent,  the  Air  Force's  ,4  percent  and  the  Navy's  1  percent ;  by 
1928 ,  the  Army  had  declined  to  92,6  percent  and  the  Air  Force  and  Navy 
had  risen  to  2  and  5.4  percent, 3* 

The  fifteenth  Party  Congress,  held  In  December  1927,  established 

the  basis  for  the  support  of  the  armed  forces  throughout  the  rest  of  the 

lnterwar  period:  a  resolution  specifying  that  the  five-year  plan  then 

being  developed  (the  first)  should  "give  maximum  attention  to  development 

of  sectors  of  the  economy  In  general  and  Industry  In  particular  which 

would  play  leading  parts  In  strengthening  the  defense  and  the  economic 
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foundations  of  the  country  in  case  of  war.''  Consequently,  during  the 
five-year  plans,  the  armed  forces  received  In  addition  to  whatever  part 
of  the  budget  was  assigned  directly  to  them,  a  very  large  share  of  the 
amounts  Invested  In  the  plans,  which  In  the  first  two  years  (1928-1929 
and  1929-1920)  comprised  two  thirds  of  the  budgets.*3  According  to  one 
source,  the  Soviet  Union  devoted  9  percent  of  Its  1934  total  national 
Income  to  defense,  three  times  as  much  as  Great  Britain,  and  two  and  a 
quarter  times  as  much  as  Germany.  The  same  source  gives  the  value  of 
armament  production  for  the  years  1935-1939,  In  1944  dollars,  as  having 
been  $ 2.5  b2J2ion  for  the  United  States,  $ 2.5  bi22ion  for  Great  Britain, 
$8  billion  for  the  Soviet  Union ,  and  $12  billion  for  Germany.  In  the 
year  1939  alone  German  production  was  $3.4  billion  and  Soviet  production 
was  $3.4  billion,  and  by  1941  the  Soviet  Union  had  gone  ahead  at  $8.5 
billion  to  the  German  $6  billion.3* 

By  193 6,  the  midpoint  In  the  second  five-year  plan.  Industry  was 
getting  Into  full  swing,  and  In  that  year,  the  defense  expenditures 
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constituted  about  a  third  of  the  total  budgetary  financing  for  the 

national  economy.  In  1937 ,  the  directive  for  drafting  the  third 

five-year  pian  established  a  requirement  to  " guarantee  ...  a  general 

strengthening  of  the  defense  capacities  of  the  country;*  and  In  1938 ,  the 

investment  In  arms  industries  increased  by  70  percent.  The  1939  budget 

allotted  another  70  percent  increase  to  defense,  and  that  was  doubled  at 
3S 

mid-year.  Altogether  the  amounts  budgeted  tor  defense  rose  235 

percent  in  the  years  1938  through  1940.  36 

The  Soviet  armed  forces  were  different  from  most  others  during  the 

lnterwar  period  In  that  their  access  to  industry  and  technology  was  less 

a  matter  of  money  than  of  development.  Imperial  Russia  had  been  the 

least  technologically  and  industrially  advanced  of  the  major  powers ,  and 

the  base  the  Bolsheviks  took  over  in  1917  was  then  already  collapsing 

under  the  effects  of  war  and  political  and  economic  turmoil.  Their 

Inability  to  get  more  than  six  or  seven  hundred  thousand  actual  troops 

out  of  the  millions  of  men  they  conscripted ,  although  an  exceedingly  high 

desertion  rate  had  much  to  do  with  It,  resulted  In  the  main  from  lack  of 

arms  and  equipment .  New  production  was  not  enough  to  compensate  for 
37 

ordinary  wastage.  Except  for  some  hand-crafted  airplanes  and  light 

tanks ,  the  aircraft,  armored  vehicles ,  and  naval  vessels  employed  in  the 

Civil  War  were  either  inherited  from  the  imperial  forces  or  acquired  by 

capture  from  one  opponent  or  another. 

The  Soviet  technological  and  industrial  bases  remained  weak 

throughout  the  1920s ,  although  a  limited  capacity  to  design  and  build 

aircraft  and  tanks  developed  after  1925  and  the  Navy  began  a  small 

building  program  in  submarines  and  escort  vessels.  The  Army  had  92  tanks 
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in  1929 ,  mostly  Soviet  designed  light  (3,000  lb.)  T-I8s,  Of  1,400 
aircraft  the  Air  Force  had  in  1928,  apparently  at  least  800  were  bought 
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abroad  and  a  good  many  of  the  rest  came  from  &  German  Junkers  aircraft 
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factory  established  near  Moscow.  In  the  main ,  the  Navy  achieved  its 
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Increase  In  tonnage  by  rehabilitating  ex-imperial  ships.  After  the 

Soviet-German  Rapallo  agreements  of  1922  and  until  Adolf  Hi  tier  came  to 

power  in  1933 ,  the  Army  and  Air  Force  did  have  access  to  German  programs 

In  what  were  then  considered  to  be  the  three  main  military  technologies, 

aircraft,  tanks ,  and  war  gases.  In  1924 ,  the  Soviet  and  German  Armies 

Jointly  set  up  an  air  test  and  training  facility  at  Lipetsk,  near 

Voronezh.  Later,  they  established  similar  Installations  for  tanks  (in 

1927  at  Saratov J  and  for  chemical  warfare  (In  1930  a  t  Kazan!.41 

Considering  the  state  of  Soviet  technology  at  the  time,  the  profit  must 

have  been  considerable  on  the  Soviet  side  even  though  the  collaboration 

seems  not  to  have  fulfilled  the  expectations  of  either  partner. 

The  relationship  with  the  German  Army  was  the  closest  the  Soviet 

military  came  during  the  interwar  period  to  working  In  the  setting  of  an 

alliance.  According  to  German  accounts,  which  are  the  only  ones 

existing,  nothing  like  mutual  trust  and  confidence  ever  developed .  The 

World  War  II  German  Air  Force  general.  Helm  Speldel ,  who  like  many  of  his 

contemporaries  participated  In  the  exchanges  with  the  Soviet  Union  In  the 

1920s,  said  the  Germans  learned  early  that  the  Russians  avoided  breaking 

agreements  c[e  Jure  but  evaded  their  obligations  de  facto  while  always 

42 

insisting  on  full  compliance  from  their  partners.  Hansteln,  who  in 

the  varly  1930s  was  concerned  with  the  state  of  the  potential  Soviet 

alliance  as  chief  of  the  German  General  Staff's  war  plans  section, 

characterized  Tukhachevskly  as  being  "energetically  devoted  to 

technological  cooperation  with  the  Relchswehr "  --  and  at  the  same  time 
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prepared  to  take  as  much  and  give  as  little  as  possible.  On  the 


other  hand,  the  military  association  lasted  nearly  a  decade  and  would 
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very  likely  have  continued  longer  had  Hitler  not  disregarded  military 

advice  to  the  contrary  and  ordered  It  terminated  in  the  late  summer  of 
44 

1933.  In  Speldel's  view,  the  projected  German  rearmament  was  then 
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making  the  operation  of  the  bases  In  Russia  ” more  urgent  than  ever . * 

The  technological  reconstruction  was  almost  certainly  doing  the  same  on 
the  Soviet  side. 

The  five-year  plans  of  the  1930s  brought  Industrial  development, 
and  the  technological  reconstruction  of  the  Soviet  armed  forces  was 
Indeed  a  remarkable  accomplishment,  but  neither  clearly  showed  the 
military  to  be  highly  effective  at  devising  plans  and  programs  and 
getting  them  adopted ,  Tukhachevskly  is  said  to  have  campaigned  for 
modernisation  of  the  armed  forces  during  his  term  as  Chief  of  the  Red 
Army  Staff  ( 1925-1928 )  and  to  have  had  Stalin  turn  his  proposals  down  as 
"harebrained  schemes “  so  often  that  he  finally  asked  to  be  transferred  to 
other  duty.46  By  his  own  account,  Tukhachevskly  also  did  not  have  the 
support  of  his  military  colleagues ,  many  of  whom  preferred  to  believe  in 
the  so-called  “theory  of  the  special  mobility  of  the  Red  Army."  This 
theory  held  that  the  Soviet  cavalry  armies  of  the  Civil  War  had  solved 
the  problem  of  mobility  that  had  confounded  all  of  the  forces  in  World 
War  I 47 

While  the  technological  reconstruction  of  the  armed  fqrces  could 
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later  be  regarded  as  Tukhachevskly' s  vindication ,  it  certainly  did  not 

appear  to  be  that  at  the  time.  Shortly  before  the  First  Five  Year  Plan 

began,  Tukhachevskly  was  dropped  out  of  the  Army  Staff  and  re  Ivy  a  Led  to 

command  of  the  Leningrad  Military  District.  He  had  not  succeeded  In 
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having  his  program  adopted  but  had  had  It  coopted.  His  recall  to  be 
armed  forces'  armaments  chief  in  1931  and  subsequent  advancement  to 
Marshal  of  the  Soviet  Union  In  193 5  and  First  Deputy  Commissar  of  Defense 
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In  1936  seemed  to  have  established  him  as  the  country's  leading  military 
professional .  But  less  than  a  year  later ,  in  short  order ,  he  lost  his 
high  appointments  and  his  life. 

The  Air  Force  and  Navy  leadership  fared  no  be  tier.  The  Air  Force 

benefited  enormously  from  the  technological  reconstruction.  By  2935,  it 

had  6,672  combat  aircraft.  Between  1930  and  1940 ,  it  received  almost 
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26,000  aircraft  of  all  kinds.  The  commander  in  chief  of  the  Air 
Force,  Ya.  I.  Alksnls,  achieved  the  status  of  Deputy  People's  Commissar 
of  Defense  in  January  1937  and  eighteen  months  later,  disappeared  in  the 
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purge  along  with  a  good  half  of  the  Air  Force's  top  commanders . 

The  Navy  did  not  benefit  as  much  from  the  first  two  five-year  plans 

as  the  Army  and  Air  Force  did.  Its  program  although  much  enlarged,  was 

restricted  to  building  submarines  and  light  surface  ships  and  modernizing 

some  World  War  I  battleships  and  cruisers .  The  technological 

reconstruction  was  a  race  to  catch  up  with  the  outside  world,  one  that 

could  be  more  swiftly  And,  in  terms  of  the  national  Interest,  effectively 

run  for  the  Army  and  Air  Force  than  for  the  Navy  (which  would  have 

required  a  heavy  preliminary  building  of  yards  and  docks! . 

The  Navy's  progress  was  also  more  erratic  than  that  of  its  sister 

services.  In  the  early  1930s,  the  emerging  communist  naval  leadership 

propounded  a  “new  school "  doctrine  oriented  toward  coast  defense. 

Suddenly,  in  1939,  the  Navy  found  Itself  elevated,  on  Stalin's  orders  to 

( almost )  coequal  status  with  the  Army  and  Air  Force,  in  possession  of  its 

own  people's  commissariat  and  charged  under  the  Third  Five-Year  Plan  with 
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launching  a  high  seas  fleet  of  battleships  and  aircraft  carriers. 
Just  as  suddenly,  the  originators  of  the  “new  school "  disappeared  in  the 
purge,  and  the  mere  junior  officers  who  replaced  them  were  left  to 
struggle  until  the  war  Intervened  with  the  impossible  task  of  building 
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" the  most  powerful  navy  In  the  world." 

Technology,  much  lesa  responsive  to  state  coercion  than  basic 
Industrialization ,  was  a  special  problem  throughout  the  Interwar  period. 
The  solution  adopted ,  which  was  to  acquire ,  adapt  and,  If  possible, 
Improve  upon  foreign  Inventions,  fostered  rapid  advancement  and  some 
notable  successes  but  not  fully  reliable  depth  and  breadth.  (It  also 
generated  an  openness  to  developments  that  were  being  slighted  In  their 

countries  of  origin ,  for  Instance,  the  American  J.  Walter  Christie's  tank 
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designs ,)  The  most  spectacular  early  achievement  was  a 

cantilevered-wing  monoplane  flghet,  the  1-16,  which  was  the  fastest 

military  aircraft  In  the  world  In  the  mid-1930s  and  Incorporated  an 
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American  engine  and  design  features  of  American  " Gee  Bee"  racers.  On 

the  other  hand,  the  compluslon  to  catch  up  Impelled  the  Soviet  armed 

forces  to  go  Into  large-scale  production  several  years  before  other 

nations  Including  Germany,  had  fully  reoriented  their  technology  and 

industry.  Conseguentiy ,  by  1938  the  Soviet  plants  were  turning  out  large 

quantities  of  mostly  obsolescent  equipment  and  a  second  technological 
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reconstruction  had  to  be  Initiated . 

The  second  technological  reconstruction  brought  out  (in  1939)  the 

best  medium  tank  of  World  War  II,  the  T-34,  which  was  the  culmination  of 

earlier  work  on  Christle-types .  In  1940,  several  new  high-performance 

fighter  aircraft  comparable  to  those  already  In  service  with  foreign  air 

forces  began  to  go  Into  production .  However ,  a  habit  of  valuing  quantity 

more  than  quality  made  it  difficult  for  the  new  tanks  and  aircraft  co 

compete  for  factory  space  and  materials  with  the  older  models . ^  The 

aJtcraft  also  fell  somewhat  short  of  the  then  current  state  of  the  art 

because  foreign  governments,  the  United  States  included,  had  restricted 
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exports  of  military  technology.  The  navy's  program  to  acquire  a  high 
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seas  fleet  was  severely  hampered  by  inability  to  buy  a  nucleus  of 

S8 

battleships  abroad.  The  second  technological  reconstruction  also  did 

not  keep  abreast  of  developments  In  communications.  Like  the  first.,  it 

concentrated  on  weaponry.  Tanks  and  aircraft,  even  the  newest,  did  not 

usually  carry  radios.  In  the  Air  Force ,  squadron  commanders ’  airplanes 

had  radios  but  it  is  said  that  because  of  their  poor  quality  "flight 

personnel  made  little  use  of  them  while  In  the  air."  The  ground  forces’ 
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radio  networks  were  thin. 

Manpower  as  such  was  not  a  problem  for  the  Soviet  military,  The 

communist  regime  was  always  more  than  willing  to  recreate  the  human 

steamroller  of  1914  If  need  be,  FieJd  service  regulations  published  in 

1936  at  the  height  of  the  technological  reconstruction  stated,  "..the 

Infantry  ...by  decisive  action  In  attack  and  by  maintaining  positions  In 

defense,  decides  the  outcome  of  battle."60  There  is  no  evidence  that 

the  Soviet  government  or  military  were  concerned,  as  others  were  after 

World  War  I,  with  the  possibility  of  not  again  being  able  to  muster  a 

mass  army.  The  reduction  after  the  Civil  War  was  actually  an  effort  to 

maintain  the  largest  possible  armed  forces  In  the  midst  of  a  crippling 

economic  crisis.  By  1929,  the  cadre  and  territorial  elements  could,  on 

rmblllzatlon,  have  constituted  a  force  of  several  million  men. 61  The 

Osoavlakhlm  (Society  for  Promotion  of  Defense ,  Aviation  and  Chemical 

Development) ,  formed  in  1927  out  of  existing  paramilitary  clubs  and 

associations  and  claiming  eleven  million  members  In  1931,  could  have 

provided  an  additional  reservoir  of  manpower  at  least  acquainted  with 
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militarily  useful  skills  ranging  from  airplane  piloting  to  first  aid. 

The  Soviet  literature  depicts  the  main  manpower  problem  as  having 

been  a  predominance  of  peasants  In  what  were  to  have  been  workers'  armed 
63 

forces.  Since  there  is  no  evidence  that  workers  made  better  soldiers 
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than  peasants  --  and  most  armies  believed  just,  the  opposite  at  the  time 

--  this  appears  to  have  been  principally  a  psycho-political  concern.  But 

it  was  related  to  a  real  manpower  problem  that  became  acute  during  the 

technological  reconstruction:  that  of  having  to  man  technologically 

equipped  armed  forces  with  personnel  drawn  from  a  still  predominantly 

non- technological  society.  It  was  dealt  with  at  the  lower  levels  by 

expanding  the  cadres  (to  almost  a  million  In  2935  and  Co  2.5  million  In 

29361  and  taking  the  greater  part  of  the  conscripts  into  them ,  where  they 
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could  be  given  two  to  four  years  full-time  training. 

Communist  theory  required  commanders  also  to  be  drawn  from  the 

working  class  and  peasantry  as  the  military  specialists  were  phased  out 

of  active  command  after  the  Civil  War.  The  German  Colonel  Mittelberger, 

on  visiting  the  commanders'  schools  In  Moscow  In  1928 ,  concluded  that  a 

select  group  scheduled  for  top  command  and  staff  appointments  were  doing 

very  well  and  were  likely,  "In  about  ten  years,"  to  achieve  a  higher 

level  of  military  education  than  had  existed  In  the  tsarist  army .  Those 

being  trained  for  the  field  grades,  however,  he  found  >  he  "not  very 

promising;"  and  the  primary  objective  of  the  courses  for  company- grade 

commanders  appeared  to  be  about  a  fifth-year  level  of  elementary  school 
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education .  Speidel  remarked  about  the  higher  commanders  and  senior 

staff  officers  who  went  through  the  German  general  staff  courses  that: 

they  " almost "  surpassed  their  German  colleagues  In  desire  to  learn  but 

concentrated  more  on  memorization  than  on  assimilation  and 
66 

appl  1  ca  ti  on . 
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XI.  Strategic  Effectiveness 


The  Soviet  political  goals  throughout  the  Interwar  period  were, 
first  and  always,  survival  of  the  communist  regime  in  Russia  and,  second, 
world  revolution.  Although,  as  perceived  from  the  outside,  the  order  of 
precedence  appeared  much  of  the  time  to  be  reversed,  the  political 
leadership  consistently  put.  Its  own  security  ahead  of  the  Marxlat-rovol'i «■ 
tionary  program.  The  two  were  mutually  support ive  In  maklrty  maximum 
military  power  the  state's  first  political  priority,  but  they  tended  to 
contradict  each  other  in  that  the  dominant  goal  was  defensive  to  the 
point  of  being  isolationist  while  the  subordinate  goal  was  Inherently 
offensive  and  expansionist . 

The  Civil  War  made  survival  a  real  and  acute  concern.  (It  also 

raised  a  tantalizing  vision  of  Imminent  world  revolution ,  but  that  faded 

eariy.i  During  the  war,  the  Bolshevik  government  saw  Itself  as 
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surrounded  by  enemies  and  “a  fiery  ring  of  fronts . "  It  did  not  trust 

its  ex-lmperial  military  professionals ,  and  the  party  members  who  had 

assumed  military  commands  resisted  central  control.  But  the  Bolsheviks 

did  have  one  decisive  strategic  asset ;  possession  of  the  ethnic  Russian 

heartland,  the  great  belt  of  territory  stretching  from  Leningrad  to 

Moscow  to  the  Volga  River  and  into  the  Urals.  Since  the  Civil  War ,  as 

Stalin  observed  with  considerable  candor ,  was  a  war  primarily  between 

Russians,  this  compelled  the  White  forces  to  strike  Inward  from  the 

periphery  and  to  draw  their  manpower  and  support  from  often  hostile 
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non-Russian  populations . 
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According  Co  Stalin ,  the  main  strategic  task  on  the  Red  side  was  to 

determine  the  direction  of  the  main  effort  since  the  resources  were 

always  too  limited  to  permit  a  full-scale  action  against  mote  than  one 

enemy  ot.  a  time.  Lenin  and  the  party  Central  Committee,  he  Implied ,  were 

more  adept  at  doing  that  than  the  military  because  the  party  had  long 
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experience  in  delecting  Its  chief  poll t lea 2  targets.  Whether  deter¬ 

mining  the  main  effort'  required  a  particularly  hiyh  level  of  strategic 
competence,  however.  Is  somewhat  doubtful.  The  Whites  did  not  manage  to 
coordinate  their  operations ,  and  the  Reds  had  to  meet  the  successive 
threats  as  they  came.  The  historian  Paul  Miliukov  may  have  Identified 
the  most  effective  strategists  of  the  Civil  War:  the  Russian  peasants, 

who  endured  the  rigors  of  war  communism  to  stave  off  the  to  turn  of  the 
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landowners,  whose  property  the  Bolsheviks  had  allowed  them  to  seize. 

rhe  beginning,  by  the  Soviet  reckoning,  of  the  lnterwar  period 

brought  a  redefinition  of  political  goals  that  extended  the  outlook  of 

the  Civil  War  Into  the  Indefinite  future.  The  ring  of  enemies  that  no 

longer  existed  In  Russia  became  a  more  dangerous  one  In  the  world  outside 

the  Soviet  borders .  Lenin  foresaw  an  * inevitable  ...  series  of  frightful 
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clashes  between  the  Soviet  Republic  and  the  bourgeois  states ." 

Stalin  elucidated  and  expanded  Lenin's  thesis  at  the  Fifteenth  Party 

Congress  In  1927.  War  with  the  capitalist  world,  he  said,  was 

Inevitable,  as  were  also  Imperialist  wars  between  the  capitalist  states 

and  “colonial  -  revolutionary  wars.“  The  Soviet  Union,  he  concluded ,  would 

have  to  postpone  war  by  “buying  off  the  capitalists ,“  strengthening  its 

defenses,  and  promoting  revolutionary  movements  In  the  capitalist  states 

and  their  colonies.  The  postponement  would  end,  he  said,  when  the 

revolutionary  movements  had  “matured"  or  at  "the  moment  when  the 
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capitalists  come  to  blows  over  the  division  of  the  colonies."  In 
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short ,  the  Soviet  goal  would  be  to  ensure  its  own  survival  until  the  time 
was  ripe  to  destroy  its  enemies . 

Frunze's  unified  military  doctrine  provided  a  theoretical  strategic 
framework  derived  from  an  interpretation  of  the  Civil  War  experience  and, 
like  the  political  goal ,  from  the  Marxist  dialectic .  In  Frunze's  view, 
the  chief  characteristics  of  the  Soviet  style  of  war  would  be  maneuver 
and  offensive  operations.  He  also  saw  offensive  mindedness  as  a  special 

characteristic  of  the  Red  Army  and  the  wars  it  fought ,  being  class  wars, 
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as  inevitably  terminating  "in  the  total  destruction  of  one  side.*' 
Trotskl y,  whose  experience  in  strategy-making  was  considerably  greater 
than  Frunze's,  insisted:  "We  must  reject  all  attempts  at  building  an 

absolute  revolutionary  strategy  with  the  elements  of  our  limited 
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experience  ...  . "  But  the  unified  military  doctrine  was  and  would 

continue  to  be  compelllngly  attractive  because,  it  Is  said,  "...  without 

a  military  doctrine  the  army  could  not  be  a  strong  organism  capable  of 

75 

carrying  out  the  missions  of  the  state ." 

By  the  early  1930s ,  though,  the  mission  of  the  state  was  becoming 

less  clear  cut  than  it  had  seemed  to  be  in  the  aftermath  of  the  Civil 

War.  In  June  1930,  Stalin  told  the  Sixteenth  Part y  Congress  that  the 

economic  depression  then  gripping  most  of  the  world  was  creating  serious 

* contradictions "  within  the  capitalist  camp,  ones  which  could  lead  to  an 

Imperialist  war  that  the  Soviet  Union  in  its  still  low  state  of 
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industrial  development  could  not  exploit .  Three  and  a  half  years 
later  a  massive  upsurge  in  revolutionary  movements  he  had  also  predicted 
had  taken  place,  but  the  sk  ements  were  fascist,  not  Marxist.  In  January 
1934,  Stalin  told  the  Seventeenth  Party  Congress ,  "Quite  clearly,  things 
are  heading  for  a  new  war."  Fascism  "of  the  German  type,"  he  said,  had 
become  the  "most  fashionable  commodity  among  the  war -monger ing  bourgeois 
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politicians; "  plans  were  being  batched  in  " military  circles  in  Japan"  and 

among  the  "poll  tical  leaders  of  certain  states  in  Europe "  for  a  war 
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against  the  Soviet  Union,  After  the  congress ,  Soviet  policy  shifted 
from  opportunistic  isolationism  to  collective  security  marked  by  the 
opening  of  negotiations  for  mutual  assistance  pacts  w 1th  France  and 
Czechoslovakia  early  in  1934  and  Soviet  entry  into  the  League  of  Nations 
iater  in  the  year. 

The  uncertainties  of  the  world  political  situation j  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  technological  reconstruction  of  the  armed  forces  and 
Stalin 1 s  suppression  of  collegial  1 ty  In  the  decision  making  processes 
were  the  determinants  of  soviet  military  strategy  during  the  1930s.  War 
against  a  coalition  and  two- front  f Germany  and  Japan)  and  three  front 
( Germany ,  Japan  and  Turkey )  war  were  the  predominant  specific  strategic 
concerns;  but  the  military  leadership  appears  not  to  have  been  called 
upon  or  to  have  taken  upon  Itself  to  devise  a  comprehensive  national 
strategy.  The  most  recent  Soviet  judgment  is  that  the  military  could  not 

bring  Its  strategic  theories  “to  life"  because  the  state  was  unable  in 

7ti 

the  l'J30‘ s  to  provide  the  necessary  resources.  Earlier  post-Stalin 

contentions  were  that  Stalin's  cult  of  personality  stultified  strategic 

thought  and  that ,  while  claiming  to  be  the  uitimate  authority ,  he  failed 
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to  establish  strategic  objectives .  Whatever  the  reason  may  have 

been ,  it  is  certain  that  Stalin,  like  Georges  Clemenceau  before  him , 

looked  upon  real  war  as  too  Important  a  matter  to  be  left  to  generals  and 

that  strategy-making  declined  as  a  function  of  the  military  leadership 

during  the  1930s.  In  the  20' s,  the  faculty  of  the  War  Academy  taught  and 

worked  at  developing  the  arts  of  strategy,  operations  and  tactics;  in  the 

early  1930s,  it  concentrated  on  operations  and  tactics;  and  from  1939  to 

SO 

1941,  its  "main  task"  was  "to  develop  the  tactical  form  of  future  war."" 
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Whether  the  military's  deficiency  In  the  realm  of  strategy  stemmed 

entirely  from  the  Inability  of  the  state  Co  provide  the  means  or  from 

Stalin's  personality  cult  or  from  both  is  at  least  doubtful.  During  the 

campaign  for  collective  security.  Western  military  observers  had 

opportunities  to  meet  and  assess  the  Soviet  military  leadership.  As  the 

Germans  had  done  some  years  before,  they  regarded  Tukhachevskiy  as  highly 

competent  and  somewhat  devious.  Most  of  the  others,  particularly 

Voroshilov,  the  people's  comlssar,  and  A. I.  Yegorov,  the  chief  of  the 

General  Staff,  struck  them  as  having  no  dlscernable  professional 
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qualifications  for  the  high  posts  they  held.  The  French,  who  were 

desperate  for  an  ally  In  the  Bast,  could  not  be  persuaded  that  the  Red 

Army  would  be  a  worthwhile  one ,  and  the  purge  In  1937  and  after  convinced 

the  commander  in  chief  of  the  French  Army,  General  Maurice  Gamelln,  that 

the  Red  Army  had  been  reduced  to  "a  gendarmerie'1  from  which  little  was  to 

be  expected  " after  generals  and  higher  officers  have  been  put  to  death  by 
Q2 

the  thousands."  G.S.  Isserson ,  who  was  a  professor  in  the  Soviet  War 

Academy  during  the  1930s  and  survived  the  purge,  said  that  the  purge 
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" essentially  decapitated *  the  army.  While  the  Soviet  literature  now 
generally  rates  the  military  victims  of  the  purge  higher  than  foreign 
observers  did  at  the  time,  and  while  the  purge  may  not  have  been  as 
crippling  as  It  appeared  at  the  time,  Stalin  could  well  have  had 
substantial  genuine  doubts  about  his  military  men's  qualifications  as 
strategists  after  the  purge  as  well  as  before  it.  Those  who  survived  In 
the  top  command  echelon  owed  their  good  fortune  primarily  to  subservience 
to  Stalin.  Since  ability  was  not  a  consideration  In  the  selection 
process  at  any  level ,  the  purge  probably  did  not  alter  the  overall 
average  competence  of  the  officer  corps,  and  the  net  loss  was  mainly  in 
numbers  and  experience.  Some  years  later,  after  Stalin  bad  managed  to 
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keep  his  generals  in  hand  through  the  darkest  period  in  the  war  and  Adolf 

Hitler  was  beginning  to  have  trouble  doing  the  same  with  his ,  Hitler 

rated  the  loss  in  the  purge  as  negligible  in  comparison  with  the  gain  In 

control  of  the  officer  corps  Stalin  had  achieved  by  removing  all  the 
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potential  dissidents  before  the  war  started. 

Internal  division  on  the  question  of  the  nature  of  the  next  war 

further  limited  the  mi  Jitary 'a  ability  to  formulate  strategy.  World 

military  thought  on  the  subject  of  a  future  general  war  took  Its 

departure,  in  one  way  or  another  from  World  War  X,  The  Red  Army  was  born 

of  the  revolution  and  the  Civil  War ;  Frunze's  unified  military  doctrine 

had  made  the  idealized  experience  of  the  Civil  War  a  Marxist  article  of 

faith :  and  with  few  exceptions  the  leading  military  figures  in  the  Soviet 

Union  hardly  knew  any  other  form  of  war.  The  effect ,  as  a  recent  Soviet 

account  has  put  it,  was  to  "canonize"  the  Civil  War  experience  and  to 
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disregard  the  lessons  of  World  War  I.  Frunze's  singling  out  of 

maneuver  as  the  Soviet  main  form  of  warfare  reinforced  and  sustained  the 

theory  of  “the  special  mobility  of  the  Red  Army,"  whose  adherents  saw  the 

cavalry  army  as  the  pre  eminent  element  of  maneuver,  even  a  kind  of  Soviet 

secret  weapon,  and  proposed  to  relegate  armor  to  a  cavalry  support  role, 

On  i he  eve  of  his  downfall  in  1937,  Tukhachevskly  was  campaigning  against 

86 

the  theory  of  special  mobility  in  the  party  and  military  press. 

General  agreement  did  exist  on  the  second  predominant, 
characteristic  Frunze  had  attributed  to  the  Red  Army,  its 
offensive -mindedness .  A  1939  draft  of  the  field  service  regulations 
expressed  it  in  aphorisms  such  as  the  following : 

The  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist  Republics  will  respond  to 
any  enemy  attack  with  a  crushing  blow  Involving  all  the 
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might  of  its  armed  forces. 

If  an  enemy  unleashes  a  war  on  us ,  the  Workers'  and 

Peasants'  Red  Army  will  be  the  most  offensive -minded  of 

all  the  attacking  armies  that  ever  existed. 

We  will  conduct  the  war  in  an  offensive  manner,  bringing 

Q7 

it  to  the  enemy's  territory. 

Ideologically  these  were  totally  satisfactory  and  have  remained  so  ever 

since,  but  they  were  expressions  of  faith  not  necessarily  of  fact,  and, 

it  is  said ,  "because  of  insufficient  practical  and  theoretical  training 

of  many  leading  military  cadres,  were  accepted  too  literally  and 
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dogmatically Consequently,  as  the  official  His  torn  of  the  Second 
world  War  states ,  the  development  of  soviet  military  theory  prior  to 
World  War  II  was  “shallow  and  Inadequate"  because,  while  it  was 
“correctly  oriented"  toward  dealing  an  aggressor  "powerful  blows,"  it 

<  Q  Q 

failed  to  tafce  the  possibility  of  a  strategic  defensive  Into  account. 

In  quantitative  terms  the  ground  forces  of  the  Red  Army  were  the 

mainstay  of  Soviet  strategy,  political  and  military,  throughout  the 

interwar  period.  I.A.  Korotkov  states,  "The  ground  forces  had  the 

leading  role  in  the  execution  of  strategic  and  operational -tactical 

missions  and  gives  the  relative  personnel  strengths  at  the  outbreak 

of  war  In  1941  as  79.3  percent  ground,  22.5  percent  air,  5 ,8  percent 
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naval  and  3.4  percent  air  defense.  Throughout  the  period  as  well, 

the  Red  Army  relied  predominantly  on  Its  Infantry  mass .  The  1936  field 

service  regulations ,  written  under  Tukhachevskl y ' s  supervision  at  the 

height  of  the  technological  recons  true ton,  specified,  "...  all  other 

types  of  forces  operating  jointly  with  the  Infantry  are  carrying  out 
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their  missions  In  the  Interests  of  the  infantry  ...  . '  future  war 
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was  seen  as  involving  massive  collisions  of  strategic  fronts,  the 

outcomes  of  which  would  depend  primarily  on  the  ground  forces.  The  Air 

Force  would  support  the  battle  on  the  ground  by  preliminary  bombardments 

in  conjunction  with  the  artillery  and  by  strikes  at  enemy  headquarters, 
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reserves,  rear  installations  and  communications  lines.  The  Navy  " new 

school *  had  developed  a  "little  war "  (guerrilla)  theory  of  naval  strategy 

which  would  require  the  light  surface  vessels,  submarines  and  naval 

aircraft  being  built  in  Increasing  numbers  under  the  five-year  plans  to 

be  employed  in  a  combination  of  ground  support  (on  the  seaward  flanks  of 
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the  fronts )  and  coast  defense  roles. 

The  form  the  nekt  war  would  take  was  a  vexing  problem  for  all 
military  organizations  in  the  Interwar  period.  Roughly,  the  solutions 
considered  fell  into  three  categories:  (1)  a  repeat  of  World  War  I  with 
some  variations ,  such  as  the  Haginot  Line  and  Increased  aerial 
bombardment;  (2)  a  more  open  and  mobile  form  derived  from  the  methods 
both  sides  had  employed  c>n  the  Western  Front  after  March  1918;  and  (3)  a 
form  that  would  substitute  technology,  primarily  aircraft  and  armor,  for 
manpower  and  be  almost  totally  open  and  mobile.  All  were  rooted  In  the 
Nor  Id  War  I  experiences  the  Soviet  military  had  not  shared. 
Consequently ,  although  that  is  only  obliquely  admitted,  the  Soviet 
theorists  followed  foreign  developments,  particularly  the  Cerman,  and 
undertook  to  adapt  them  to  the  Red  Army's  needs.  In  doing  so  the  Soviet 
armed  forces  had  something  no  other  military  establishment  of  the  time 
had,  namely,  under  the  five-year  plans,  an  economy  entirely  devoted  to 
military  support.  This  enabled  them  to  take  options  on  all  three 
categories :  by  building  the  longest  Maglnot-type  line  (the  Stalin  Line), 

by  constructing  a  fleet  of  heavy  four-engine  bombers  (TB-3s) ,  and  by 
setting  up  massive  armored  units  while  maintaining  what  were  probably  the 
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largest  Infantry  and  certainly  the  largest  cavalry  forces  In  the  world. 

The  group  in  the  military  leadership  most  articulate  on  matters  of 

strategy ,  Tukhachevskly  and  his  adherents  In  the  Mar  Academy  and 

elsewhere,  followed  the  course  being  taken  by  moderately  advanced 

European  military  thought  and  concentrated  on  Category  2,  which  seemed  to 

offer  the  best  feasible  prospects.  Category  3,  as  advocated  by  J.F.C. 

Fuller ,  B.H.  Liddell  Hart  and  Glullo  Douhet,  would  have  required  reliance 

on  technology  that  did  not  yet  exist-  and  for  the  Soviet  armed  forces.  In 

particular,  potentiaJ  loss  of  a  historic  Russian  strategic  advantage,  the 

ability  to  put  greater  masses  of  men  In  the  field  than  could  any  other 

European  state.  Soviet  strategic  theory  of  the  mld-1930s  Identified  the 

essential  feature  of  Category  2  as  being  the  offensive  Incorporating 

combined  arms  operations  and  maneuver  with  the  objective  of  first  carrying 

the  war  to  the  enemy's  territory  (to  force  him  to  take  the  brunt  of  the 

destruction )  and  thereafter  of  breaking  through  his  front  and  driving  him 
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back  repeatedly  until  he  could  no  longer  resist.  This  was,  for  its 

time,  as  Isserson  said  later,  * the  correct  line  of  development,"  and  It 
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was  the  line  the  German  General  Staff  had  also  taken.  The  purge, 
Isserson  maintained ,  Interrupted  Soviet  progress  while  that  of  the 
Germans  continued. 

The  purge,  however,  probably  af/ected  soviet  strategic  thought  less 
than  did  the  Spanish  Civil  War  (1936-1939),  with  which  it  was  roughly 
concurrent .  The  Spanish  war  upset  the  Category  2  assumptions  -  -  In  all 
armies  but  more  in  the  Red  Army  than  others  --  by  seeming  to  demonstrate 
that  despite  motorization  and  mechanization,  the  defensive  was  more  than 
ever  the  stronger  form  of  war .  In  1937,  Liddell  Hart  and  Tukhachevskly 
published  articles  In  which  both  revised  their  previous  estimates  of  the 
role  mechanization  would  play  In  a  future  general  war  downward 
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substantially .  In  his  article,  which  appeared  in  the  journal  Bol ‘ shevl k 

two  months  after  his  death,  Tukhachevskly  judged  the  experience  in  Spain 

to  be  demonstrating  that  technological  advancement  invariably 

strengthened  the  defense  and,  hence,  gave  no  reason  to  anticipate  a 

coming  era  of  highly  mobile ,  mechanized  warfare.  Success  in  battle,  he 

concluded,  would  depend  primarily  on  Infantry  and  artillery.  Therefore , 

combined  arms  would  have  to  be  construed ,  as  in  the  World  War ,  as  the 

concentration  and  coordination  of  all  arms.  Including  armor  and  air,  in 
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support  of  the  Infantry. 

Strategic  bombing  appeared  also  to  have  shown  less  promise  during 
the  war  in  Spain  than  its  advocates  had  predicted.  General  Alexander 
Lapchlnskly ,  a  former  commanding  general  of  the  Red  Air  Force,  reasoned 
that:  (1)  strategic  bombing  could  only  be  effective  after  the  enemy's 

military  resistance  had  been  broken  because  the  bombing  of  urban  areas, 
such  as  Guernica  and  Madrid,  had  not  by  itself  impaired  civilian  morale 
and  (2)  strategic  bombing  would  only  be  possible  after  the  enemy's 

military  resistance  had  been  broken  because  until  then  all  available  air 
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power  would  have  to  be  concentrated  at  the  fighting  front.  In  1939, 

the  Red  Air  Force,  which  with  about  800  TB-3s  possessed  the  only  (though 

obsolescent )  fleet  of  heavy  bombers  in  existence,  gave  up  on  strategic 

bombing  and  disbanded  three  air  armies  ( equivalent  to  World  War  II  U.S. 

Air  Forces)  it  had  activated  in  1936  to  conduct  strategic  missions. 

During  the  year  it  also  stopped  production  of  the  TD-7,  a  new  four-engine 

bomber  Slid  to  have  been  as  advanced  as  any  then  in  existence  including 

the  U.S.  Air  Corps,  B-l 7.  (The  78  TB-7s  built  constituted  the  Soviet 

World  War  II  heavy  bomber  component  after  the  TB-3s  were  taken  out  of 
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combat  service  early  in  the  war.)  The  193 >  Field  Service  Regulations 


defined  the  air  mission  as  being  to  reinforce  the  ground  forces  "in  the 
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direction  of  the  main  effort." 

The  Soviet  military  strategic  disarray  In  the  late  1930s  was  more 
than  matched  at  the  political  level .  The  collective  security  policy  did 
not  mature  into  an  alliance  against  Nazi  Germany ;  unilateral  Intervention 
In  the  Spanish  Civil  War  failed  to  prevent  another  victory  for  fascism: 
and  the  German -Japanese  Anti -Comintern  Pact  of  November  1936  and  the 
Rome-Berlln-Tokyo  Axis  formed  a  year  later  confronted  the  Soviet  Union 
with  an  explicitly  hostile  coalition  and  on  unmistakable  threat  of  a 
two-front  war,  In  the  summer  of  1938  and  again  the  next  summer,  the  Red 
Army  engaged  Japanese  forces  on  the  Manchurian  border ,  at  Lake  Khasan  and 
on  the  Khalkln-Gol  River,  Soviet  willingness  --  and  ability  --  to  meet 
the  Japanese  challenges  In  those  places ,  however,  tended  to  reinforce  the 
impression  being  derived  abroad  from  the  intervention  In  Spain  that  there 
was  little  to  choose  between  in  the  Soviet  and  Axis t  capacities  for 
aggression ,  The  collective  security  policy  collapsed  totally  during  the 
Sudeten  crisis  of  September  1938,  and  the  Munich  agreements  virtually 
relegated  the  Soviet  Union  to  diplomatic  Isolation. 

Stalin  responded  with  an  appeasement  effort  of  his  own.  On 
10  March  1939,  he  told  the  Eighteenth  Party  Congress  that  the  goal  of 
Soviet  policy  henceforth  would  be  " to  strengthen  business-like  ties  with 
all  countries .  In  Adolf  Hitler,  he  found  a  "businessman"  to  his 

liking ,  The  Nazi -Soviet  nonaggression  pact  of  August  1939  was  a  strategic 
bonanza.  It  enabled  the  Soviet  Union  to  stand  aside  from  the  war  brewing 
In  Europe;  made  certain  the  Khalkln-Gol  Incident  then  In  progress  would 
not  become  the  prelude  to  a  two-front  war ;  and,  after  Germany  had 
defeated  Poland,  gave  Stalin  the  opportunity  to  begin  establishing  a 
glacis  on  the  western  frontier.  The  price.  Initially,  was  modest:  the 
nonaggression  pact  gave  Germany  relief  from  its  strategic  nightmare  of  a 
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two  front  war  --  which  could  always  be  revived  as  long  as  Germany  had 
opposition  on  her  western  frontier.  But  the  defeat  of  France  in  June 
1940  revealed  the  actual  price  to  have  been  German  hegemony  In  Europe  and 
that ,  according  to  Nikita  Khrushchev,  who  was  then  a  Politburo  member, 
confronted  the  Soviet  Union  with  ' the  most  pressing  and  deadly  threat  In 
all  of  history.'**** 

After  June  1940,  war  was  Inevitable,  but  the  state  of  Soviet  readi¬ 
ness  was  more  than  ever  In  doubt .  The  second  technological  reconstruc¬ 
tion  was  Just  beginning  to  take  effect,  and  the  1939-1940  Vinter  War 
against  Finland  had  disclosed  alarming  shortcomings  in  the  Red  Army’s 
performance.  In  January  1941 ,  Stalin  reportedly  estimated  that  the  play 

for  time  had  to  continue  for  at  least  a  year  and  a  half  to  two  more 
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years.  Manifestly  it  eouid  not  have  done  that  and,  hence,  was 

unrealistic  as  a  policy  goal,  particularly  in  the  early  months  of  1941 

when  German  invasion  preparations  were  apparent  as  far  away  as  London  and 

Washington,  D. c. .  The  question  ever  since  has  been  whether  the  failure 

of  policy  exposed  the  country  to  the  strategic  surprise  that  befell  It.  on 

22  June  1941,  Since  the  de-Stal Initiation  of  the  late  1950s,  the  official 

view  has  been  that  It  did.  In  one  way  or  another,  either  through  Stalin's 
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misperception  or  as  an  unavoidable  necessity.  On  the  other  hand, 

continuing  Soviet  military  concern  with  the  element  of  strategic 
surprise,  born  no  doubt  In  part  out  of  the  1941  experience,  has  prompted 
studies  from  which  two  other  conclusions  can  be  drawn,  namely,  that 
Stalin's  play  for  time  was  not  Incompatible  with  the  military' s  strategic 
thinking  of  the  time  and  that  strategic  surprise  --  for  reasons  other 
than  Stalin's  Influence  did  not  figure  in  the  military  thinking. 

The  Soviet  strategists  closely  studied  the  war's  early  campaigns : 
Poland ,  Norway  and  Denmark,  France  and  the  Low  Countries ,  Greece,  North 
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Africa  and,  lastly,  the  Balkans  and  Crete.  But  the  action  was  difficult 

to  follow  because  relations  with  the  allies ,  soured  over  the  Nazi -Soviet 

Pact,  virtually  died  during  the  war  with  Finland,  and  the  Soviet-German 

military  contact  of  the  pre-Hitler  era  did  not  revive,  laser  son 

maintlned  that  those  who  had  worked  on  the  theory  of  mobile  warfare 

before  the  purge  and  like  him  survived  --  understood  and  analyzed  the 

change  the  Germans  had  introduced  in  their  campaigns  In  Poland  and 

France,  but  the  conclusions  did  not  get  outside  the  offices  "of  some 

circles  In  the  General  Staff  and  the  War  Academy .  "^5  In  December  1940, 

Marshal  S.K.  Timoshenko,  who  had  replaced  Voroshilov  as  People's 

Commissar  of  Defense  earlier  in  the  year,  told  the  military  district 

commanders  that  the  German  victories  had  not  raised  any  new 

considerations  for  Soviet  strategy . 106 

In  particular ,  strategic  surprise  appeared  to  be  ruled  out.  In  his 

memoirs ,  Marshal  G.K.  Zhukov,  who  became  Chief  of  the  General  Staff  In 

January  1941,  said,  " The  People's  Commissariat  of  Defense  and  the  General 

Staff  believed  that  war  between  such  big  countries  as  Germany  and  Russia 
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would  follow  the  existing  scheme  ...  Under  “the  existing 

scheme as  it  had  been  propounded  in  the  mid-1950s,  hostilities  would 

begin  with  “creeping  war,“  a  period  of  " war  and  non-war“  consisting  of 

border  skirmishes  and  last-minute  diplomatic  exchanges  that  both  sides 
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wouid  use  to  complete  their  mobilizations .  The  Interval  would  be  as 

muc/v  as  three  weeks  after  war  had  formally  been  declared,  enough  to  make 
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an  attempt  at  strategic  surprise  futile  for  either  aide.  After  the 

hiatus,  the  Soviet  strategists  assumed,  the  war  would  follow  a  pattern  of 
successive  offensive s  and  would  “inevitably  take  on  a  character  of 
extended  attrition,  with  battles  being  decided  primarily  by  the  ability 
of  the  rear  to  provide  the  front  with  more  material  and  human  resources 
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over  a  prolonged  period  of  time  than  were  available  to  the  enemy.'110 

The  military  leadership  prepared  for  the  kind  of  war  it  anticipated 
but  not  for  the  kind  that  occurred.  Strategic  estimates  developed  In  the 
summer  and  fall  of  1940  assumed  a  two- front  war  with  Germany  and  Japan  In 
which  Germany  would  be  the  main  and  by  far  more  dangerous  enemy,  The 
military  district  commands  on  the  western  frontier ,  which  would  become 
army  group  headquarters  In  wartime ,  worked  out  operational  plans  in  the 
winter  and  early  spring  of  1941 .  By  June ,  the  first  strategic  echelon , 
170  divisions ,  expected  to  stop  the  enemy  at  the  frontier ,  deal  him 
'answering  blows"  and  possibly  begin  carrying  the  war  to  his  territory, 
was  in  place.  A  second  strategic  echelon  was  assembling  on  the  line  of 
the  Dnepr  and  Western  Dvina  Rivers.  Its  mission  would  have  been  to 
complete  the  job  of  carrying  the  war  to  the  enemy's  territory  1 

on  22  June  1941 ,  the  political  strategy  ( Stalin's )  and  the  military 
strategy  failed.  Independently  of  one  another  and  with  awesomely 
disastrous  consequences.  In  the  Russian  language  the  word,  * vnezupnost" 
(suddenness) ,  Is  used  to  connote  military  surprise,  which  can  derive  from 
situations  that  are  sudden  and  unexpected  or  suddenly  unmanageable  or.  In 
Its  strongest  form,  from  both,  as  did  the  surprise  that  befell  the  Soviet 
forces  In  June  1941.  The  Soviet  explications  center  on  the  unexpected, 
but  the  unmanageable  element  created  the  true  strategic  surprise.  The 
standard  Soviet  contention  that  preoccupation  with  the  offensive  to  the 
virtual  exclusion  of  the  defensive  in  Soviet  strategy  of  the  interwar 
period  Induced  a  psychological  vulnerabllty  to  surprise,  while  possibly 
effective  as  a  reassurance  for  the  present  and  the  future,  serves  better 
to  limit  the  analysis  than  to  promote  it.  To  assert,  on  the  other  hand, 
as  the  General  Staff's  deputy  chief  of  operations  In  1940-1941 ,  the  late 
Marshal  A.M.  Vasllevskly ,  has  that  If  some  more  things  held  been  done  In 
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time  and  In  accordance  with  the  General  Staff's  plans ,  " the  enemy  would 

have  been  dealt,  such  losses  on  the  first  day  of  the  war  that  he  could  not 
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have  advanced  further  Into  our  country *  merely  belittles  the  problem. 

The  Soviet  armed  forces,  from  top  to  bottom,  were  simply  not  at  a  stage 
of  development  In  which  they  could  have  contended  with  the  enemy  on 
anywhere  near  equal  terms  either  offensively  or  defensively .  To  claim, 
as  Marshal  M.V.  Zakharov  has,  that  the  Germans,  "smugly  and  In  perverted 
fashion,"  stole  the  Idea  of  blitzkrieg  from  the  Soviet  military  theory  of 
the  early  1930s  is  wholly  beside  the  point. The  Soviet  military 
leadership  and  their  forces  were  not  capable  of  fighting  a  blitzkrieg  on 
the  first  day  of  the  war  --  or,  tor  that  matter,  on  the  last. 

Nevertheless,  they  defeated  Germany ,  In  the  main,  with  their  own 
strategic  resources  which  had  either  existed  or  been  created  during  the 
lnterwar  period.  The  chief  of  those  was  the  capacity  to  outlast  the 
enemy  derived  from  the  vast  territory  and  tremendous  manpower  pool  of  the 
country.  The  German  Nehrmacht  had  to  win  fast,  the  Soviet  armed  forces 
needed  only  to  win.  The  next,  the  greatest  Soviet  strategic 
accomplishment,  was  the  massive  industrial  base  created  during  the 
five-year  plans  and  sited  to  be  out  of  enemy  reach.  (Of  five  major 
Industrial  areas,  only  one  was  lost )  With  those  assets  and  a  political 
system  absolutely  dedicated  to  Its  own  self-preservation  and  some 
lessons  from  the  enemy  --  the  military  level  of  strategic  effectiveness 
attained  during  the  interwar  period  proved  to  be  adequate  In  the  war, 
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Operations ,  as  a  component  of  military  art  Interposed  between 
strategy  and  tactics ,  derived  from  the  world  War  X  practice  of 
establishing  an  intermediate  command,  the  army  group  headquarters  --  in 
Russian,  front  ~~  between  the  supreme  command  and  the  armies  in  the 
field,  in  the  lnterwar  period,  the  army  group  came  to  be  regarded  as 
having  performed  a  key  function  in  the  conduct  of  war  with  multi-million- 
man  forces  on  extended  battlefields  by  combining  the  lower  elements  of 
strategy  and  the  higher  levels  of  tactics  into  operations .  The  nature  of 
operations  as  an  aspect  of  military  art  eluded  exact  definition  during 
the  interwar  period,  but  the  level  at  which  it  wouid  apply,  namely,  that 
of  the  army  group,  was  taken.  In  Herman  and  Soviet  theory  particularly , 
to  set  the  scale  on  which  future  general  wars  would  be  fought  in  the 
field.  In  the  hands  of  the  army  group  the  battle  would  be  absorbed  into 
the  operation  which  would  be  conducted  in  great  breadth  and  depth  over 
long  periods  of  time. 

The  problem  was  to  devise  a  system  of  operations  that  would  achieve 
a  strategic  effect  through  movement  and  not  degenerate  into  another 
deadlock  such  as  had  occurred  In  World  War  I.  Although  they  had  failed 
in  the  strategic  sense,  the  Herman  offensives  of  1918  seemed  to  have 
demonstrated  that  in  any  future  war  the  objective  of  all  operations  would 
be  to  attain  movement  in  depth  through  the  concerted  and  coordinated 
employment  of  all  exlstl ng  arms.  Since  the  circumstances  of  both  sides 
would  presumably  be  about  the  some,  offensives  would  encounter  deep 
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defenses;  movement  would  be  Intermittent  and  might  at  any  point  cease 
altogether ,  as  it  had  In  the  fall  of  1914. 

As  in  the  case  of  strategy ,  the  particular  situation  of  the  Soviet 
armed  forces  further  complicated  the  problem  of  operations.  They  had  no 
direct  experience  of  war  as  it  had  been  conducted  on  the  Western  Front 
during  the  World  War ,  and  while  they  had  access  to  German  operational 
theory,  which  was  probably  the  most  advanced  In  existence  during  the 
1920s,  they  lacked  the  technological  capability  throughout  much  of  the 
lnterwar  period  to  engage  In  the  kind  of  warfare  to  which  the  theory 
applied.  Moreover,  they  could  not  deal  with  operations  In  a  context  that 
did  not  incorporate  the  special  Soviet  military  characteristics  deduced 
from  the  Civil  War.  Consequently,  Soviet  operational  thought ,  as  It  has 
to  some  extent  over  since,  had  to  contend  with  asswnptlons  drawn  from, 
for  It,  philosophically  Incompatible  conceptions  of  war. 

Soviet  theorists  of  the  1920s  concluded  that  while  the  World  War 

had  exposed  valid  problems  relating  to  the  scale  of  war,  the  Civil  War 

had  provided  the  solutions  to  those  and  had  revealed  the  nature  of  future 

wars  as  well  ,  The  Red  Army ,  as  the  army  of  a  new  type,  and  the  unified 

military  doctrine  signified  a  transformation  of  war.  The  main  question 

seemed  to  be  whether  the  next  general  war  ivouid  follow  the  Civil  War 

pattern  from  start  to  finish  or  initially  take  a  form  similar  to  World 

War  I  and  end  in  a  repeat  of  the  Civil  War.  In  either  case.  It  appeared 

that  preparation  for  the  next  war  could  most  profitably  start  from  the 

basis  of  the  Civil  War,  not,  as  some ,  mostly  old-school  military 
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specialists ,  suggested  from  study  of  the  World  War  I  experience. 

In  the  civil  War,  the  Red  Army  appeared  almost  effortlessly  to  have 

mastered  problems  thet  had  baffled  the  Germans  and  the  Allies  in  the 

World  War:  they  had  successfully  executed  operations  on  scales  of 
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breadth  and  depth  vastly  exceeding  any  on  the  Western  Front.  Fronts  of 

single  operations  250  to  300  miles  wide  were  commonplace ,  and  they  ranged 
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upward  to  nearly  800  miles.  Depths  in  the  range  of  150  to  500  miles 

were  not  unusual  and  reached  ( ir,  one  Instance ,  the  advance  from  Omsk  to 
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Irkutsk,  November  1918  to  March  1920)  as  much  as  1600  miles. 

On  the  other  handy  the  Fed  Army  had  demonstrated  its  "special" 

qualities  --  mobility  and  maneuverability ,  offensive  mindedness ,  and 

decisiveness  --  in  contests  between  relatively  small ,  lightly  armed 

forces  for  control  of  enormous  expanses  of  mostly  empty  territory. 

Operations  rarely  Involved  more  than  one  front  (army  group),  and  front 
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strengths  were  often  less  and  seldom  more  than  100,000  troops.  At 

that,  the  fronts  were  hardly  ever  numerically  Inferior  to  their 

opposition  and  sometimes  vastly  superior  --  as  during  the  October- 

November  1920  operation  against  the  forces  of  the  White  Russian  General 

P.N.  Vrangel,  when  South  Front  had  133,000  troops  to  Vrangel's 
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37,000,  Trotskly  tried  unsuccessfully  to  convince  the 

military  delegates  to  the  Sixteenth  Party  Congress  in  1922  that  the  Red 

Army's  operations  in  the  Civil  War  were  altogether  different  from  those 

of  " the  imperialist  war "  (World  War  I)  in  which  the  world's  most 

industrialized  nations  committed  great  numbers  of  men  and  huge  material 

resources  to  a  conflict  in  which  " the  opposing  side  found  an  answer  to 

every  blow;  every  hole  was  plugged  up.*119 

The  technological  reconstruction ,  by  providing  the  weaponry  the 

armed  forces  had  lacked  in  the  Civil  War,  opened  a  second  line  of 

approach  to  operations ,  which  culminated  in  a  theory  of  deep  operations 

that  was  given  provisional  doctrinal  status  in  the  1936  Field  Service 
120 

Regulations .  The  Field  service  Regulations  read  very  much  like  t.he 

German  General  staff's  “The  Attack  in  Positional  Warfare ,"  which  was 
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issued  In  January  1918  and  published  In  1920.  The  latter  had 

established  the  breakthrough  In  depth  as  the  objective  of  offensive 
operations  and  had  specified  close  coordination  of  all  arms ,  surprise , 
maneuver,  and  concentration  of  force  as  the  means  necessary  to  achieve 
it. 

TViis  was,  even  In  the  mid- 1930s ,  as  good  doctrine  as  was,  so  to 

speak,  to  be  found  on  the  open  market;  and  the  Soviet  theorists  altered 

it  only  In  the  dimensions  of  time  and  space.  They  predicted  that 

operations  In  the  next  war  would  be  different  from  those  In  the  World  War 

chiefly  In  their  breadth  and  depth,  Instead  of  a  massive  defense  In  a 

single  line,  they  would  have  to  contend  with  several  lines  echeloned  In 
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depth,  Army  group  operations,  the  predominant  type,  would  be 

carried  out  on  fronts  180  to  240  miles  wide  and  would  go  to  depths  of  90 
to  120  miles,  hence,  would  be  considerably  mote  compact  than  In  the  Civil 
War  but  much  more  extensive  than  In  the  World  War,  where  the  greatest 
depth  attained  on  the  Western  Front  after  2914  was  about  35  miles  on  an 
army  group  front  of  50  miJes.  Motorization  and  mechanization  were 

expected  to  Increase  the  rate  of  movement  from  the  three  to  six  slits  a 

day  sometimes  reached  In  the  World  War  to,  at  best,  nine  to  twelve  miles 
per  day.  The  deep  operations  would  be  ground  operations,  and  the 

missions  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  would  be  to  support  the  ground 
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forces . 

The  day  of  the  deep  operation  was  rapidly  approaching  -•••  but  not 
for  the  Soviet  armed  forces.  in  December  1934,  the  defense  Commissar , 
Voroshilov ,  rejected  a  move  in  the  Military  Council  to  declare  deep 
battle  (the  tactical  aspect  of  deep  operations )  to  be  a  new  form  of  war, 

not  merely  a  view  of  it.  Deep  battle,  be  maintained,  was  a 

characteristic  of  all  wars;  battle  In  the  future  would  not  be  different , 
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only  deeper.  The  question,  therefore ,  was  not  what  to  think  about  deep 

battle  but  how  to  conduct  deep  battle  in  ’ all  of  Its  diversity "  and  "in 
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its  multiple  manifestations Consegue.ntJy,  worJc  on  deep 
operations ,  except  In  the  general  terms  already  given ,  most  of  which  are 
drawn  from  the  post-Stalin  literature ,  did  not  actually  go  beyond  deep 
battle ,  which  In  turn ,  could  have  been  whatever  anyone  wanted  it  to  be. 
Even  for  Its  strongest  advocates  the  deep  operation  as  such  was  hardly 
more  than  a  vision  when  they  and  the  theory  fell  victim  to  the  purge. 

In  1938 ,  on  the  border  of  Japanese -occupied  Manchuria,  the  Red  Army 
acquired  its  first  substantial  combat  experience  since  the  Civil  war  and 
Its  first  experience  ever  against  a  first-rate  foreign  enemy.  The 
Japanese  concept  of  an  " incident ’  established  an  extremely  elastic 
framework  within  which  armed  conflict  could  occur  without  being  war ,  and 
rapid  Japanese  expansion  into  China  proper  after  the  Marco  Polo  Bridge 
incident  of  July  1937  had  prompted  the  Soviet  Union  to  build  up  Its  Far 
Eastern  forces.  In  June  1938,  a  generaJ  of  the  Soviet  secret  police, 
then  the  NKVD,  defected  into  Manchuria,  bringing  with  him  more  than 
enough  Information  on  .Soviet  dispositions  and  the  purge  (which  was  about 
to  reach  the  Far  Eastern  command)  to  ensure  his  welcome  at  the  Kwantung 
Army's  headquarters  and  in  Tokyo.  Soviet  Intelligence  was  getting  at 
least  as  good  Information  from  Its  master  spy  In  Tokyo,  Richard  Sorge, 
and  would  have  known  that  the  Kwantung  Army  was  eager  to  test  Its 
strength  against  the  Soviet  forces  hut  was  being  restrained  by  the 
imperial  General  Headquarters ,  On  1  July  1938 ,  the  headquarters  of  the 
Soviet  special  Red  Banner  Far  Eastern  Army  became  the  Headquarters ,  Red 
Banner  Far  Eastern  Front  (army  group),  under  Marshal  v.K.  Blyukher.  From 
11  July  to  11  August,  the  Soviet  and  Japanese  cormands  staged  an  exercise 
In  punctilio  worthy  of  the  eighteenth  century  at  the  junction  of  the 
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Manchurian,  Korean,  and  Soviet  borders  w here  the  border  between  the 
Soviet  Maritime  Province  and  Manchuria  ran  for  a  bit  more  than  two  miles 
along  the  crests  of  two  hills  west  of  Lake  Khasan  (Hasan).  The  hills 
could  be  considered  commanding  heights,  though  of  what  was  uncertain 
since  they  were  sandwiched  between  the  lake  on  the  west  and  the  Tuman 
River  on  the  east.  Nevertheless ,  as  of  July  1938,  both  the  Japanese  and 
the  Russians  considered  them  to  have  potential  operational,  even 
strategic  significance. 

On  11  July,  Japanese  border  guards  reported  seeing  some  forty 
Soviet  troops  digging  trenches  and  stringing  barbed  wire  below  the  summit 
on  the  Japanese  side  of  the  southern  hill,  which  they  called  Changkufeng 
and  the  Russians  called  Zaozernaya.  Although  he  had  orders  to  await  the 
outcome  of  a  diplomatic  protest  being  made  In  Moscow,  the  commanding 

general  of  the  Japanese  19th  Infantry  Division ,  General  Kamezo  Suetaka, 

committed  a  regiment  on  29  July  after  he  heard  that  Soviet  soldiers  had 
also  appeared  on  the  west  slope  of  the  northern  hill,  Shachaoteng 
(Russian,  Bezymyanr.aya) .  Apparently,  he  chose  to  construe  his  orders  as 
applying  to  one  hill  but  not  the  other  or  both.  The  next  day,  the 
Japanese  occupied  the  crests  of  both  hills  and  therewith  Intruded  on  the 
Soviet  side  of  the  border. 

After  the  one  Soviet  infantry  division  In  the  Khasan  Lake  area,  the 
40th  Rifle  Division  proved  Insufficient  to  repel  the  Japanese 
encroachment ,  Stalin,  on  3  August,  ordered  Blyukher  to  set  up  a  full 
corps  under  his  chief  of  staff.  General  G.M.  Shtern,  who  had  recently 
arrived  In  the  Far  Hast  from  a  tour  of  duty  as  chief  Soviet  advisor  In 

Spain.  On  the  following  day,  Stalin  placed  the  entire  Red  Banner  Far 

Eastern  Front  and  the  Transbalknl  Military  District  on  war  alert,  shtern 
had  the  32d,  29th,  and  40th  Rifle  Divisions  and  two  mechanized  corps 


42. 


(32,000  t Toopa,  345  tanks  and  250  aircraft,  180  of  them  bombers  Including 
four-engine  ANT-3s)i  but  owing  to  the  inadequacy  of  the  roads  In  the  80 
miles  between  Lake  Khasan  and  Vladivostok ,  he  could  only  get  about  half 
of  the  Infantry  and  three -fourths  of  the  tanka  Into  action  during  the 
incident.  Suetaka  was  worse  off  by  far ,  The  Imperial  General 
Headquarters  did  not  repudiate  his  action ,  but  it  left  him  to  see  the 
Incident  through  with  9,000  troops,  37  artillery  pieces  (to  Sh tern ‘ s  23 7 
pieces),  and  no  air  support.  Shtern,  however,  also  had  a  handicap i  an 
order,  presumably  from  Stalin,  not  to  cross  the  border,  which  compelled 
him  to  maneuver  his  infantry  and  tanks  entirely  in  the  half-mile  space 
be  tween  the  lake  shore  and  the  tops  of  the  hills, 

The  Incident  ended  in  a  truce  at  noon  on  11  August.  The  Soviet 
counterattack  had  reached  the  tops  of  the  two  hills  on  the  10th,  and  the 
Japanese  Government,  not  knowing  Shtern  would  have  to  stop  there,  had 
hurriedly  settled  the  Incident  in  Moscow  to  keep  suetaka  and  his  men  from 
the  only  honorable  course  otherwise  left  to  them,  death  In  battle.  At 
the  end,  who  had  outfought  whom  remained  in  some  doubt.  Sven  with 
absolute  superiorities  In  the  air  and  In  armor  and  artillery ,  the  Soviet 
force  had  needed  more  than  four  days  to  advance  a  half  mile  on  a  two-mile 
front.  On  the  other  hand,  in  what  had  been  essentially  a  show  of  force, 
not  a  contest  for  two  wilderness  hilltops,  the  Red  Army  had  come  off  the 
better. 

At  Lake  Khasan,  the  Red  Army  and  the  Imperial  Japanese  Army  tested 
each  other  In  the  Vladivostok  area,  which  would  have  been  the  Initial  but 
secondary  scene  of  operations  In  a  war.  The  main  Japanese  attack  would, 
as  the  Soviet  Contend  doubtless  knew,  have  gone  out  of  western  Manchuria 
via  Chita  and  Ulan-Ude  to  Lake  Baikal,  whore  it  could  have  cut  the 
Trans-Siberian  Railroad.  in  early  1939,  the  Red  Army  added  345,000  men 
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to  Its  permanent  active  duty  strength  and  earmarked  a  large  part  of  those 
for  the  Transbalkal  Military  District  and  the  LVII  Special  Corps,  which 
was  stationed  in  the  People's  Republic  of  Outer  Mongolia. 

The  Mongol lan -Manchurian  border  was  In  dispute  In  numerous  places. 
One  of  those  lay  along  the  Khalkln-Gol,  a  hundred  and  some  miles  due 
south  of  Hallaerh,  which  was  the  probable  staging  area  for  a  Japanese 
thrust  northwestward  toward  Chita.  The  Japanese  claimed  the  river  as  the 
border,  and  the  government  of  Outer  Mongolia  maintained  that  the  border 
ran  through  a  Mongol  settlement  known  as  Nomonhan,  ten  miles  east  of  the 
river.  Neither  party  had  previously  done  more  than  occasionally  send  a 
patrol  through  the  ten -by -forty -mile  stretch  of  desert  between  the 
boundaries . 

From  May  through  August  1939 ,  the  Red  Army  and  the  Kwantung  Army 
conducted  a  small  war  In  the  disputed  territory.  It  began  In  the  second 
week  of  May  with  skirmishes  between  Outer  Mongolian  and  Japanese 
cavalry.  A  Soviet  motorized  Infantry  regiment  and  a  mixed  regiment  of 
Japanese  Infantry  and  cavalry  were  on  the  scene  by  the  end  of  the  month, 
On  the  morning  of  5  June,  General  G.K.  Zhukov,  who  had  until  two  days 
before  been  the  deputy  commander  of  the  Belorussian  Military  District  on 
the  western  frontier,  took  over  LVII  Special  Corps,  decided  the  Japanese 
were  going  to  escalate  the  Incident,  and  asked  for  reinforcements  on  the 
ground  and  In  the  air.  At  the  end  of  the  month,  Zhukov  had  a  motorized 
Infantry  division ,  an  Outer  Mongolian  cavalry  division,  four  mechanized 
( armored )  brigades  and  a  light  tank  brigade  along  the  west  bank  of  the 
river  and  In  a  bridgehead  about  ten  miles  long  and  four  deep  on  the  west 
bank .  The  Japanese  had  one  Infantry  division,  half  of  another ,  a  cavalry 
division,  two  tank  regiments ,  and  more  than  two  divisional  allotments  of 
artillery ,  some  of  which  had  been  brought  from  Japan.  The  Japanese,  who 
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were  determined  above  all  not  to  be  overrun  again  as  they  had  been  at 

Lake  Khasan ,  although  they  probably  bad  some  superiority  In  numbers , 

* 

concentrated  throughout  July  on  fortifying  the  high  ground  they  held . 
They  had  an  offensive  In  mind  for  August  but  also  thought  about 
winterizing  their  positions. 

Zhukov,  as  of  mid-July ,  Commanding  General ,  First  Army  Group  (more 
than  a  corps,  not  quite  an  army! ,  devised  an  operation  that  when  he 
enlarged  and  repeated  it  three  years  later  on  the  Volga  River  at  Stalin¬ 
grad  would  give  the  Red  Army  its  greatest  battle  victory  of  World  War 
IX.  Through  July  and  Into  the  third  week  of  August,  Zhukov  held  the 
bridgehead  on  the  Khalkin-Gol  with  essentially  the  strength  that  had  been 
at  hand  when  he  arrived,  approximately  12,000  men  and  186  tanks.  By  the 
end  or'  the  period,  his  total  strength  stood  at  57 ,000  men,  500  tanks,  and 
over  500  aircraft.  The  Japanese  force  committed  as  of  the  third  week  in 
August  had  also  Increased  -»  from,  possibly,  20,000  men  to  38,000  (Soviet 
figures )  and  to  258  aircraft  (from  144  in  July )  and  125  tanks  (no 
increase )  --  and  the  Kwantung  Army  had  installed  an  army  headquarters , 
Sixth  Army,  under  General  Rlppe 1  ogisu. 

Unable  to  hide  his  reinforcements  in  the  empty  desert,  Zhukov  put 
them  to  work  In  the  open,  building  defensive  positions .  He  also  employed 
a  device  he  would  use  again  In  the  Vistula  River  bridgeheads  In  January 
2945.  He  deployed  the  attack  force  east  of  the  river  gradually  over  a 
pei  lod  of  two  weeks  at  night  under  the  cover  of  a  deluge  of  motor  noises , 
some  from  trucks  with  their  mufflers  removed,  others  broadcast  through 
loudspeakers .  On  20  Auyust,  he  had  a  central ,  a  north,  and  a  south  group • 
east  of  the  river.  The.fr  deployment  exploited  the  configuration  of  the 
original  front,  which  the  central  group  held  and  which  can  parallel  to  a 
westward  bend  In  the  river.  Consequently  the  north  and  south  groups  were 
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not  only  on  the  flanks  but  somewhat  to  the  rear  of  the  Japanese  positions . 
The  south  group  had  an  infantry  division ,  an  Outer  Mongolian  cavalry 
division ,  and  a  brigade  and  a  half  of  armor.  Since  Stalin  had  apparently 
ordered  Zhukov,  as  he  had  Shtern  at  Cake  Khasan,  not  to  violate  the 
border  (as  the  Soviet  Union  construed  1 t)  ,  the  north  group  had  a 
relatively  narrow  sector  in  which  an  Infantry  regiment  and  an  Outer 
Mongolian  cavalry  division  sufficed ,  hut  it  also  had  a  brigade  and  a  half 
of  armor. 

on  the  morning  of  21  August,  the  north  and  south  groups'  tanks 

drove  east  to  the  border  and  then  turned  south  and  north  along  it, 

meeting  two  days  later  at  Nomonhan .  Meanwhile,  infantry  had  moved  in 

behind  the  tanks  to  establish  a  screening  line  on  the  border  and  Zhukov 

had  begun  turning  the  tanks  Inward  behind  Che  Japanese  to  tighten  the 

ring  around  the  pocket.  Japanese  attempts  to  break  out  failed  on  the 

25th  and  2b th ,  and  the  three  Soviet  groups  cleared  the  pocket  in  five 

more  days,  /Ur  battles  continued  for  another  two  weeks  while  the 

Kwantung  Army  readied  a  counteroffensive,  hut  the  Japanese  Government 
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chose  to  terminate  the  incident,  which  it  did  in  Moscow  on  15  September . 

In  the  Soviet  view,  the  Lake  Khasan  and  Khalkln-Gol  incidents 

appear  to  have  been  regarded  primarily  as  major  events  in  Far  Fastern 

diplomacy.  The  official  history  of  World  War  II  credits  them  with  having 

caused  the  Japanese  to  seek  an  accommodation  with  the  Soviet  Union  on  the 
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eve  of  the  Soviet  German  war.  On  the  other  hand,  in  spite  of  Its 

penchant  for  Identifying  Soviet  " firsts *  and  although  it  might  legiti¬ 
mately  do  so,  the  Soviet  literature  has  not  claimed  the  Khalkln-Gol 
operation  as  the  first  wholly  successful  use  of  armor  in  an  envelopment 
--  probably  because  that  distinction  has  been  reserved  to  the  Stalingrad 


operation. 


By  the  time  Zhukov  returned  to  European  Russia  in  May  1940,  a  more 

immediately  significant  test  of  Soviet  operational  effectiveness  had 

occurred  as  a  result  of  Stalin's  30  November  1939  declaration  of  war  on 

Finlemd,  what  had  Initially  been  intended  as  more  a  demonstration,  like 

one  Hitler  had  staged  against  Czechoslovakia  earlier  in  the  year,  than  a 

military  campaign  had  developed  into  two  major  operations .  The  first  of 

those,  in  December  1939  and  early  January  1940,  resulted  from  a  political 

decision  to  set  aside  a  General  Staff  plan  for  a  full-scale  war  and  leave 

the  invasion  to  the  Leningrad  Military  District,  whose  commanding  general, 

Army  Commander  Second  Rank  K.  A.  Meretskov,  was  ordered  to  make  Jt  * short 

and  swift “  and  keep  in  mind  as  the  Finns,  no  doubt,  were  expected  to 

-*  “the  full  strength  of  the  USSR,“  Although  the  strength  of,  the  Soviet 

Union  undoubtedly  weighed  heavily  with  the  Finns,  that  proved  to  be  not 

enough  to  guarantee  a  triumphal  march  on  Helsinki  in  the  winter ,  and  by 

the  end  of  the  first  week  in  January  the  Finns  had  seized  the  tactical 

initiative,  with  disastrous  consequences  for  several  Soviet  divisions , 

The  second  operation  began  on  1  February  1940.  By  then  the  General 

Staff  had  been  brought  into  the  planning ;  an  army  group  headquarters , 

Northwest  Front,  had  been  Installed  in  the  crucial  sector,  the  Isthmus  of 

Karelia;  the  forces  had  been  expanded;  and  the  armor,  artillery,  and  alt 

support  had  been  massively  Increased .  Even  so,  the  breakthrough  on  the 

Isthmus,  where  the  so-called  Monnsrhelm  Line  covered  the  west  direct 

approach  to  the  Finnish  heartland  and  the  capital,  took  until  27  February 

and  the  war  ended  on  12  March  with  a  negotiated  .settlement ,  not  <i  Finnish 
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surrender .  At  the  time  of  the  armistice.  Northwest  Front  had 
sufficient  means  to  crush  the  Finnish  resistance,  but  the  British  and 
French  had  been  talking  about  --  though  not  doing  much  about  -  sending 
an  expeditionary  force  to  aid  the  Finns.  As  he  had  in  the  Lake  Khasan 
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and  Khalkin-Gol  incidents ,  Stalin  had  Insisted  on  a  victory  but  contented 
himself  with  a  lesser  one  than  he  might  have  had  to  avoid  risking  a 
general  war. 

In  his  memoirs ,  the  Finnish  commander  In  chief ,  Marshal  Carl 

Mannerhelm,  compared  the  Soviet  performance  In  December  to  that  of  "a 

badly -conducted  orchestra.  In  which  the  instruments  were  played  out  of 

time."  The  mistakes  were  elementary .  " The  artillery ,*  he  said,  "kept  up 

heavy  fire,  but  it  was  badly  directed  and  badly  coordinated  with  the 

movements  of  the  infantry  and  armor.  Tanka  might  advance,  open  fire,  and 

return  to  tholr  starting-point  before  the  Infantry  had  even  begun  to 

move."  Mannerhelm  noted  a  distinct  improvement  in  the  second  operation, 

which  he  credited  to  more  methodical  preparation,  but  he  observed  that 

certain  weaknesses  had  prevailed  throughout;  "a  kind  of  inertia "  in  the 

higher  commands  that  “displayed  itself  in  the  formalism  and  simplicity  of 

the  operational  plan,  which  excluded  maneuvering  and  was  ohstinatejy 

pursued  to  victory  or  defeat;"  over  re  1 1 ance  on  the  weight  of  material;  “a 

striking  absence  of  creative  Imagination  where  the  fluctuations  of  the 

situation  demanded  quick  decisions; “  and  a  frequent  inability  to  exploit 
yj9 

initial  successes. 

In  March  1940 ,  a  special  session  of  the  Central  Committee  of  the 
Soviet  Communist  Party,  apparently  having  identified  the  same'  deficiencies 
Mannerhelm  had ,  appointed  a  commission  to  review  the  defense  structure  at 
the  commissariat  level  and  launched  intensive  programs  to  Improve  leader¬ 
ship  and  training.  The  commission  found  that  training,  both  at  the 
command  and  the  troop  levels,  had  been  too  much  oriented  toward  classroom 
Instruction  out  of  manuals  and  not  enough  attention  had  been  given  to 
developing  endurance  and  combat  proficiency .  The  slogan  henceforth  was 
to  be  "The  troops  must  learn  what  they  will  need  In  wart'  Orders  went 
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out  to  all  of  the  services  and  all  commands  to  give  their  troops 
intensive  practice  at  fighting  in  all  kinds  of  terrain  and  "in  all 
weather  by  day  and  by  night."  Artillery ,  armored  units  and  air  units 
were  to  work  at  perfecting  methods  of  lending  their  combined  support  to 
the  infantry  in  the  form  of  massed  fire.  Commanders  and  staffs  were  to 
be  familiarized  with  " the  requirements  of  modern  warfare "  in  field 
exercises  and  war  games  and  educated  to  "exercise  creative  initiative" 
and  "to  make  correct  decisions  Independently  in  difficult  and  fast 
changing  situations . "  Initiative  and  a  capacity  tor  Independent  decision 
making  were  manifestly  not  easy  to  instill  in  officers  drawn  from  a 
society  that  ordinarily  discouraged  both.  To  promote  the  development  of 
those  qualities ,  the  Presidium  of  the  Supreme  Soviet  reins tl tuted  unity 
of  command  in  August  1940,  The  political  control  apparatus  remained  in 
place ,  however ,  and  was  charged  with  giving  guidance  and  impetus  to  the 
training  program,  which  seems  to  have  needed  a  great  deal  since 
directives  to  that,  effect  were  issued  In  May  1940 ,  August  1940  and 
January  1941 

After  the  Finnish  war ,  aiso,  the  appointment  of  deputy  chiefs  of 
staff  for  supply  gave  that  function  separate  staff  status.  During  the 
war  the  chiefs  of  staff  had  been  responsible  for  supply  and  had  often 
neglected  it  in  favor  of  more  pressing  r.actical  and  operational  concerns, 
The  change  enabled  each  army  group  to  systematize  supply  distribution  in 
its  own  area,  but  in  wartime,  the  means  of  actually  moving  supplies, 
trucks  in  particular ,  wouid  have  to  be  secured  from  the  civilian  sector, 
which  would  itself  be  a  major  logistical,  undertaking .  The  operations  in 
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five-year  plana,  the  railroad  network  on  the  western  frontiers  had  been 

slighted  because  lines  had  had  to  be  built  to  the  new  Industrial 

complexes  In  the  east  fan  Instance ,  perhaps,  of  Inadvertent  salutary 

neglect  since  the  effects  would  eventually  fall  more  on  the  German  than 

on  the  soviet  forces )  .  The  drive  to  mechanize  agriculture  had 

necessitated  an  assumption  that  farm  tractors  could  double  as  artillery 

prime  movers ;  and  a  transport  aircraft  for  either  civilian  or  military 

uses  did  not  get  into  production  until  1940 ,  when  Douglas  DC-3s  (C-47s) 
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began  to  be  built  under  license. 

During  the  last  peacetime  year,  with  war  ever  move  clearly  on  the 
horizon,  the  Soviet  armed  forces  were  In  the  midst  of  a  complete 
overhaul.  The  second  technological  revolution  was  Just  beginning,  as  was 
also  the  program  to  Improve  performance.  At  the  same  time ,  the  armed 
forces  were  having  to  be  made  ready  to  engage  an  enemy  more  powerful  than 
had  ever  been  contemplated,  who  had  made  the  deep  operation  a  truly  new 
form  of  war  at  a  level  of  operational  sophistication  well  beyond  the 
Soviet  military  leadership's  existing  capability.  In  those  perilous 
circumstances ,  the  Soviet  command  had  two  potentially  decisive  assets 
left:  superior  mass  in  manpower  and  In  materiel.  The  operations  In  the 

Soviet-Flnnlsh  War  and  the  Gertmtn  operations  against  Poland  and  France 
had  seemed  to  demonstrate  that  those  would  prevail.  The  German  superior¬ 
ity,  particularly  In  material,  was  taken  (not  without  reason )  to  have 
been  virtually  absolute  in  the  Polish  campaign  and  sufficient  in  terms  of 

more  modern  equipment  to  have  accomplished  the  Franco- British  defeat  In 

ill 

conjunction  with  those  two  nations'  unwillingness  to  fight.  On  25 

September  1940,  at  the  close  of  the  annuai  maneuvers,  Timoshenko,  the 

Defense  Commissar ,  told  the  commanders  who  had  taken  part  that  there  was 
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the  war  plans  made  In  Che  summer  and  fall  of  1940  were  to  determine  where 
the  enemy's  strongest  attack  would  come  and  meet  him  there,  head-on  with 
superior  force 

In  the  last  week  of  December  1940,  the  Defense  Coimlssariat  called 
an  all -Army  conference  on  war  readiness  in  Moscow  In  which  the  senior 
officers  (army  commanders  and  above),  Politburo  members,  and  Stalin  took 
part .  The  results  of  the  conference  have  been  widely  and  variously  -- 
but  certainly  not  unreservedly  -  described  in  the  Soviet  postwar 
literature.  Sixty  of  the  conferees  gave  prepared  talks  on  operational 
topics.  Those  generated  much  debate,  some  on  relatively  elementary 
questions  -  the  roles  of  air  power  and  armor,  for  Instance,  and  whether 
armor  would  count  for  anything  in  Che  first  place.  They  also  showed  that 
the  deficiencies  in  material,  leadership,  and  training  identified  earlier 
in  the  year  were  being  addressed,  hfhat  was  not  demonstrated,  however,  at 
least  not  to  Stalin's  satisfaction,  was  an  ability  to  plan  and  execute 
large  oflenslve  operations  successfully. 

After  che  conference  ended,  the  military  district  commanders  stayed 
on  for  several  days  to  conduct  a  war  game  based  on  the  General  Staff's 
estimates  of  the  actual  Soviet  and  German  dispositions  In  the  presumed 
area  of  the  German  main  effort  (the  northwestern  Ukraine),  and  the  red 
(Sovieti  side  lost.  After  Meretskov,  who  had  become  Chief  of  the  General 
Staff  in  August  1940 ,  faiJed  to  explain  the  untoward  outcome  of  the  war 
game  and  could  not  give  a  coherent  critique  of  the  conference  as  a  whole, 
Stalin  provided  his  own  -  -  and  relieved  Meretskov  the  next  day.  The 
Soviet  forces,  Stalin  said,  would  have  to  learn  how  to  fight  a  mobile  war 
and  to  maneuver  and  would  need  another  year  and  a  half  or  two  years  to  be 
ready . 


The  generals  seem  to  have  regarded  the  conference  and  the  follow-up 

as  a  considerable  success.  A  number  of  them,  most  notably  Georgi  Zhukov, 

who  became  Chief  of  the  General  Staff,  received  Important  new 
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appointments  shortly  afterward .  On  the  other  hand,  the  Germans , 

toward  whom  the  Soviet  Government  had  been  showing  considerable  restraint 

during  the  past,  few  months ,  and  the  Flnnu,  who  had  been  under  the  threat 

of  another  war,  experienced  a  sudden  surge  of  Soviet  goodwill  after 
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January  1941,  As  a  result  of  the  conference,  time  had  evidently 

become  Stalin's  most  precious  resource,  and  desperate  to  gain  it,  he 
placed  Soviet  foreign  policy  on  an  evasive  course. 
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IV .  Tactical  Effectiveness 


The  cavalry  army  was  the  moat  and,  unless  one  wants  to  consider  the 

special  fighting  qualities  attributed  to  the  working  class,  the  only 

significant  tactical  development  of  the  Civil  War.  The  First  Cavalry 

Army  was  activated  late  In  1929  by  upgrading  nu  existing  cavalry  corps . 

Its  strength  fluctuated  between  14,000  and  26,000  men,  of  which  9,000  to 

16,000  were  “ sabers “  ( cavalry) .  A  second  cavalry  army,  organized  In  June 

1920  with  a  total  strength  of  9,000  men,  i .as  expanded  to  17,000  shortly 
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before  the  war  ended,  After  the  war,  the  cavalry  armies  were 

acclaimed  as  a  major  innovation  In  the  art  of  war,  the  source  of  the  Red 

Army's  special  mobility  and  maneuverability,  and  the  proof  of  the  Red 

Army's  superiority  over  all  of  the  western  Suropeon  armies  that  had  let 

themselves  get  bogged  down  In  the  trenches  during  World  War  I,  First 

Cavalry  Army,  which  had  achieves  army  status  through  Stalin's  Influence, 

became  transformed  into  a  legendary  force  and,  Increasingly  as  time 
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passed,  a  product  of  Stalin'  s  military  genius.  First  Cavalry  Army 

also  gave  the  Soviet  armed  forces  If  not  the  most  competent,  certainly 
the  most  durable  contingent  of  Its  top  military  leadership.  On  the  eve 
of  world  War  II,  four  of  the  five  living  Soviet  marshals  were  veterans  of 
the  First  Cavalry  Army,  and  two ,  Voroshilov  and  Timoshenko  had  between 
them  held  the  nation's  highest  military  post,  that  of  defense  commissar . 
since  Frunze1 3  death  In  1925. 

The  cavalry  armies  left  the  scene  after  the  Civil  War;  but  the 
cavalry  remained  a  service  branch  coequal  with  the  Infantry,  artillery. 
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armor,  and  air  forces  throughout  the  lnterwar  period;  and  Its  advocates 

in  high  places  kept  alive  a  contention  that  It  could  be  the  main  element 
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of  maneuver  In  a  future  war,  It  held  its  own  during  the  technolog¬ 
ical  reconstruction ,  expanding  from  14  divisions  and  7  independent 
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brigades  In  1929  to  32  divisions  and  2  independent  brigade u  in  1938, 

At  the  height  of  the  technological  reconstruction ,  the  1?>36  Field  Service 

Peculations  pronounced  cavalry  " capable  of  carrying  out  Independent 

fighting  under  any  form  of  combat"  and  of  being  employed  in  conjunction 

with  mechanized  forces  and  aviation , 136  in  1939 ,  Voroshilov  told  the 

Eighteenth  Party  Congress  that  the  Red  Army's  cavalry  would  "carry  out. 
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great  mission jf"  in  any  future  war. 

In  the  early  1930s,  the  Soviet  Union  introduced  two  genuinely  new 

143 

tactical  components :  parachute  troops  and  large  armored  units, 
Soviet  parachutists  made  the  first  mass  parachute  Jump  (by  600  men )  in 
the  1934  maneuvers  and  much  larger  drops  in  the  193 5  (1,800  men )  and  1936 
(1,200  men )  maneuvers.  The  armored  unit  was  the  mechanized  corps,  two 

tank  brigades  and  a  rifle  machine  gun  brigade  with  a  complement  of  5 00 
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tanks  and  200  other  motor  vehicles.  The  parachute  troops  and 

mechanized  corps,  together  with  growing  strengths  in  artillery  and 
aircraft,  furnished  means  for  conducting  a  new  form  of  warfare,  and  deep 
operations  supplied  a  theoretical  framework.  What  remained  was  to  give 
effect  to  both  at  the  tactical  ( deep  battle)  level,  the  requirement. 
Western  armies  had  wrestled  with  since  the  World  War. 

The  work  on  deep  battle  centered  on  the  shock  army,  which  was  taken 
to  be  the  key  component  in  deep  battle  and  In  deep  operations  as  well. 
The  shock  army  was  projected  to  be  a  modern ,  more  powerful  version  of 
General  Oscar  von  Hutler’s  German  Eighteenth  Army ,  which,  organized  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  of  " The  Attack  in  Positional  Warfare, "  had 
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spearheaded  the  German  1918  spring  offensive .  Depending  on  the  circum¬ 
stances  ,  a  shock  army  was  expected  to  maneuver  four  or  five  Infantry 
corps ,  one  or  two  mechanized  corps,  a  cw'alry  corps ,  seven  to  nine 
regiments  each  of  artillery  and  antiaircraft  artillery ,  and  air  and 

parachute  elements  In  thrusts  up  to  60  miles  deep  on  fronts  10  to  SO 
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miles  wide .  These  would  have  been  truly  powerful  armies ,  the 

Infantry  alone  numbering  in  the  range  of  200,000  to  300,000,  but  none 
were  activated  or  tested,  Like  the  deep  operation  as  a  whole ,  the  shock 
army  and  deep  battle  did  not  progress  beyond  their  theoretical  parameters. 

The  1936  field  service  regulations  Incorporated  as  much  deep  battle 
doctrine  as  had  been  developed.  It  consisted  of  surprise,  close  coordin¬ 
ation  of  combined  arms,  and  maneuver  as  first  principles  and  breaking  the 
enemy's  defense  throughout  Its  entire  depth  as  the  objective,  The  regula¬ 
tions  assumed  the  combined  arms  in  deep  battle  to  be  principally  infantry 
and  artillery,  with  tanks  and  aircraft  serving  as  mobile  artillery,  and 
with  cavalry ,  tanks,  and  parachute  troops  standing  by  to  exploit 

opportunities  for  strikes  Into  the  enemy's  flanks  and  rear.  For  its 

time ,  this  was  reasonably  good  doctrine,  but  like  the  shock  army,  it 

existed  only  In  theory.  The  general  principles  were  not  converted  into 

specific  guidance  for  the  field  commands ,  and  training  did  not  go  beyond 
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the  approach  match  and  the  meeting  engagement. 

Deep  battle  Is  said  In  the  post-Stalin  literature  to  have  been 
tested  in  the  193 5  and  1936  maneuvers.  Since  those  years  were  also  the 
height  of  the  collective  security  campaign,  foreign  observers  were 

invited ,  French  in  193! ;  and  French ,  British  and  Czech  in  1936,  ,it)d  some 
of  their  assessments  have  survived.  The  quantities  of  equipment ,  1,000 
tanks ,  600  aircraft  and  300  artillery  pieces.  Impressed  them,  hut  the 
action  appeared  to  be  more  military  theater  than  tactical  exercise. 
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Tanka  and  cavalry  --an  Improbable  mixture  to  begin  with  --  charged  over 

marked  courses;  parachutists  rode  the  wings  of  airplanes:  machine  guns 

and  antitank  guns  popped  up  out  of  buried  emplacements  with  hinged  covers. 

One  of  the  British  observers ,  Colonel  Giffard  Martel ,  remarked ,  "In 

tactics  we  saw  nothing  very  new  except  for  the  parachute  landing  ...  .* 

On  the  performance  of  the  armored  contingents ,  Martel,  who  was  a  tank 

specialist ,  concluded ,  " There  was  little  skill  shown  in  the  handling  of 
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these  forces,  which  appeared  just  to  bump  into  each  other." 

By  September  1936,  when  that  year's  maneuvers  were  conducted ,  the 

civil  war  in  Spain  was  in  its  second  month.  The  Soviet  Union  stood  on 

the  Republican  side  politically  from  the  start  and  became  Involved  in  the 

war  militarily  before  the  year  was  out.  The  experience  in  Spain  probably 

Influenced  Soviet  tactical  thinking  more  profoundly  than  did  anything 

else  in  the  lnterwar  period.  In  1940,  G.S,  Isserson  wrote,  * The  war  in 

Spain  was  the  first  experience  with  the  tactical  application  of  the  new 

means  of  war  on  the  fields  of  Europe  and  it  opened  *he  curtain  somewhat 
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on  the  battlefield  of  the  future."  Behind  the  curtain,  the  Soviet 

observers  -  as  others,  including  Liddell  Hart,  the  erstwhile  prophet  of 

mobile  armored  warfare,  also  did  -••••  saw  battles  made  more  complicated  and 

destructive  by  Improved  artillery ,  tanks,  and  aircraft  but  otherwise  much 

like  those  of  1918.  Battles ,  they  and  the  others  concluded,  would  again 

be  ones  of  position  and  attrition,  and  the  new  technological  means  would 

not  fundamentally  alter  their  nature.  Mass  would  be  decisive,  and 

manpower  and  material  would  have  to  be  combined  to  the  maximum  to  achieve 

It.  The  tendency,  until  one  side  was  exhausted,  would  always  be  toward 

stabilization;  fronts  would  be  broken  through  and  rebuilt  repeatedly;  and 

the  possibility  of  a  reversion  to  an  outright  war  of  position  would 
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always  be  strong.  This  was.  In  fact,  a  view  of  battle  more 
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compatible  with  Soviet  circumstances  than  with  those  of  any  of  its 
potential  enemies ,  since  the  Red  Army's  greatest  strengths  were  its 
numerical  superiorities  in  men  and  machines.  Isserson ,  who  also  took  the 
September  1039  German  campaign  against  Poland  into  account,  noted  that  it 
had  displayed  contemporary  battle  in  an  entirely  different  light,  but  he 

pointed  out  that  the  German  Army  had  possessed  an  absolute  technological 

„  ISO 

superior .1  ty . 

The  Khalkln-Gol  incident,  too,  had  provided  evidence  from  which  a 
different  picture  of  future  battles  could  have  been  derived;  but  it  had 
taken  place  in  the  Far  Bast  where  the  Red  Army  had  a  considerable 
technological  superiority;  and,  more  importantly,  it  contradicted  what 
appeared  to  be  the  European  consensus.  The  Soviet  aim  was  to  keep  up 
with  foreign  thinking  and  possibly  improve  on  it  while  not  taking  the 
risks  inherent  in  trying  to  go  beyond  it.  From  this  point  of  view,  the 
Lake  khasan  experience  could  be  seen  as  the  more  instructive,  it  having 
demonstrated,  in  the  Soviet  view ,  that  neither  " frontal  Infantry 
assaults "  nor  " numerical  superiority  in  the  technical  mean a  of  combat * 
could  ensure  victory,  which  could  only  come  from  “the  closest  cooperation 
between  all  of  them,'*** 

The  1936  Field  Service  Regulations  had  already  treated  the  infantry 

and  artillery  as  the  principal  combined  arms.  The  1939  Field  Service 

regulations  enhanced  the  role  of  the  artiiiory  and  extended  it  to  the 
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Armored  and  air  forces.  The  Red  Army  disbanded  its  mechanized  corps 

in  1939  and  reassigned  the  tanks  as  infantry  support  and  mobile 

artillery  153  The  Red  Air  Force  went  to  a  strict  front-line,  tactical 

support  doctrine  and  brought  out  an  approximation  of  a  flying  tank,  the 

heavily  armored,  low-level  ground  attack  11-2  (Sturmovlki ,  which  became 
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the  most  numerous  Soviet  aircraft  of  World  War  II.  In  doing  so,  the 
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Air  Force  apparently  believed  It  was  In  good  company,  since  the  German 

Luf twaffe  had  also  stopped  its  heavy  bomber  program,  but  it  had  missed  a 

significant  point:  the  Luftwaffe  had  retained  a  fully  Independent 
1SS 

operational  role .  Infantry  doctrine  assumed  that,  as  In  the  World 

War,  offensives  would  have  to  penetrate  successive,  fairly  closely  spaced 

trench  lines;  consequently,  until  October  1942 ,  shortly  before  the 

counteroffensive  at  Stalingrad,  when  new  doctrine  was  prescribed, 

divisions  ordinarily  launched  attacks  with  as  little  as  one  third  of 
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their  strengths  and  held  the  rest  In  reserve . 

The  Army  resurrected  the  mechanized  corps  In  1940  after  the 

successes  of  the  German  armor  in  the  Low  Countries  and  France.  It  had 

activated  nine  mechanized  corps  by  the  end  of  the  year  and  began  setting 

up  twenty  more  In  early  1941.  With  authorized  strengths  of  somewhat  over 

a  thousand  tanks  apiece,  the  new  corps  were  designed  for  weight  more  than 

for  maneuver,  apparently  In  keeping  with  the  theory  first  applied  to  the 

Polish  campaign  and  later  extended  to  the  campaign  In  the  West  as  well 
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that  the  German  armor's  advantage  had  been  one  of  superiority  In  mass. 

In  late  February  1941,  after  the  German  and  British  air  forces  had 

begun  strategic  bombing,  the  Air  Force  was  authorized  to  create  a  long- 

range  bomber  force  and  equip  It  with  up-to-date  aircraft ;  however,  the  79 

TB-7s  built  as  of  1939  were  all  the  Air  Force  would  have  before  June  1941 

or  after.  The  bulk  of  the  Air  Force  was  subordinated  to  the  ground 

forces  to  be  parcelled  out  according  to  function  to  the  fronts  (army 

groups ),  armies ,  corps  and.  In  some  Instances,  divisions.  The  Air  Force 

did  not  possess  either  tactical  or  operational  control  of  Its  units  In 

the  field  until  late  1942  when  air  armies,  modeled  on  the  German 
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Jbuf  tf  lot  ten  (air  forces)  began  to  appear  and  were  attached  to  the  fronts . 
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At  the  December  1940  conference,  much  of  the  talk  was  about 
mobility  and  maneuver,  but  whether  any  of  the  participants ,  Including 
Stalin,  had  truly  mobile  war  and  sweeping  maneuver  In  mind  Is  doubtful. 
Zhukov,  who  gave  the  keynote  presentation,  on  the  offensive  In  modern 
war,  attributed  the  German  blitzkrieg  victories  In  Poland  and  the  West 
chiefly  to  the  shock  effect  of  the  initial  blows  on  weak  and  Irresolute 
opponents.  The  problem,  therefore,  the  conferees  agreed,  would  not  be  to 
deal  with  a  whole  new  style  of  warfare  but  to  decide  how  to  bring 
manpower  and  material  to  bear  most  effeeti veiy  in  a  war  of  "extended 
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attrition."  The  discussion  centered  on  the  technological  means, 
primarily  the  armored  and  air  forces.  General  P.  L.  Romanenko,  as  a 
mechanized  corps  commander  one  of  the  more  Junior  officers  present, 
proposed  massing  armor  in  shock  armies  or  In  mechanized  armies  modeled  on 
a  panzer  group  the  Germans  had  used  in  France,  General  F.I,  Golikov ,  the 
deputy  chief  of  the  General  Staff,  and  some  others  objected  to  the  entire 
Idea  of  large  armored  formations;  and  Marshal  F.I.  Kullk,  the  Army's 
artillery  chief,  dismissed  tanks  as  "a  sheer  waste "  out  of  which 
artillery  would  " make  scrap."  Reportedly,  neither  Zhukov,  as  the  expert 
on  the  offensive  nor  Timoshenko,  the  defense  coimissar,  responded  to 
Romanenko's  proposal  at  all.1**1  Subsequently,  Timoshenko,  In  effect, 
ruled  against  Romanenko  when  he  stated  in  his  concluding  remarks  to  the 
conference  that  because  it  would  be  necessary  "to  saturate"  a  very  long 
front  with  “the  modern  means  of  war,"  general  purpose  field  armies  would 
be  the  rule.1*1  The  Conmandlng  General ,  Air  Force,  P.  V.  Rychagov, 
also  a  relative  junior  in  rank,  accepted  the  contest  for  air  superiority 
over  the  battlefield  and  support  of  the  ground  forces  as  the  Air  Forces' 
chief  missions  but  recommended  putting  the  air  elements  under  army  group 
rather  than  army  control.  Howevor ,  the  stronger  tendency  among  the 
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■  conferees  was  toward  further  decentralization  --  from  Che  armies  to  the 
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corps  and  even  to  the  divisions.  The  guiding  principle  established 
|  in  the  conference  appears  to  have  been  balance ,  which  was  to  be 

m  maintained  organizationally  by  a  homogenised  mix  of  all  arms  distributed 

evenly  throughout  the  force  structure  <u.'d  tactically  by  each  arms' 
M  keeping  closely  in  phase  with  all  of  the  others  on  the  battlefield. 

The  Soviet  official  History  of  the  Second  Nor  Id  War  pronounces  the 
|  December  1940  conference  to  have  been  "a  major  turning  point  in  the 

m  analysis  of  war  experience  and  the  development  of  military  art an 

*  accolade  that ,  in  the  light  of  what  happened  a  halt  year  later ,  invites 

■  con tempi a ti on  with  tongue  in  cheek,  Nevertheless,  the  conference 
brought  the  perception  of  the  coming  war  into  cioser  consonance  with 

^  Soviet  capabilities  than  all  the  theorizing  of  the  previous  two  decades 

m  had  done.  The  Soviet  forces  could  and  would  fight  a  war  of  attrition , 

™  and  they  would  do  it  at  the  tacticai  JeveJ  they  could  best  manage.  tn 

I  1941  that  would  be  the  level  of  sheer  mass. 


The  fundamental  determinants  of  Soviet  military  effectiveness  in 
the  .In  ter  war  period  were  development  and  adaptation .  Development 
centered  on  building  a  military  establishment  that  could  preserve  and 
extend  the  power  of  the  state  without  encroaching  upon  it.  It  was  an 
internal  process  In  wnlch  the  self-interest  of  the  political  system 
predominated .  The  military  establishment' s  function  was  to  adapt ,  within 
the  political  framework  Imposed  on  it,  to  the  requirements  of  contempo¬ 
rary  warfare , 

A  siege  mentality  derived  from  the  " ring  of  enemies*  Idea,  the 
doctrinal  commitment  to  world  revolution,  and  the  presumed  Inbred 
military  hostility  to  the  Interests  of  the  working  class  shaped  the 
development .  Those  concerns  were  harmonized  In  a  unilateral  contract  chat 
made  the  armed  forces  wholly  subservient  to  the  political  authority  In 
matters  of  policy  and  strategy  and  severely  limited  their  autonomy  even 
In  the  purely  military  sphere  while  allotlng  to  them  massive  shares  of 
the  national  resources  In  manpower  and  material.  The  contract  served  its 
markedly  divergent  purposes  well.  The  armed  forces  were  greatly  expanded 
without  any  Increase  in  the  military's  Influence  on  the  state.  The 
military,  for  its  part,  did  not  have  to  contend  with  opposing  Interests 
and  opinions.  When  the  test  came.  In  1941 ,  the  armed  forces1  readiness 
In  terms  of  ability  to  respond  effectively  to  the  demands  of  war  was 
dangerously  low,  but  they  placed  an  enormous  fund  of  expendabl e  military 
capital  unreservedly  at  the  disposal  of  the  state. 
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The  process  of  adaptation  entailed  acquisition  of  technological 
means  of  warfare,  t  heir  assimilation  into  the  armed  /forces,  and 
development  of  appropriate  doctrine.  Quantity  was  the  paramount 
consideration.  In  the  scale  of  access  to  technology  and  Industry  the  Red 
Army  and  Air  Force  were  the  most  favored  In  the  world.  on  the  other 
hand,  mastery  of  technological  warfare  came  slowly  to  the  troops  and  the 
leadership:  hence,  doctrine  emphasized  numbers  and  weight  of  men  and 
material  factors,  the  ability  of  the  armed  forces  and  the  capacity  of  the 
rear  (manpower  and  Industry )  to  outlast  the  enemy,  In  1941  and  1943,  the 
doctrine  was  a  poor  match  for  the  German  blitzkrieg,  but  in  the  years 
thereafter,  it  enabled  the  Soviet  forces  to  display  military  effective¬ 
ness  In  its  ultimately  most  worthwhile  form,  the  ability  to  impose  their 
will  on  the  enemy.  to  resolve  that  paradox  and  bring  the  Soviet 
achievement  Into  clear  focus  It  Is  necessary  to  recall  one  other 
permanently  operating  factor  in  Russian  and  Soviet  wars,  namely,  space. 
It  transformed  the  war  of  annihilation  Germany  had  to  fight  *nt o  the  war 
of  attrition  the  Soviet  Union  could  fight. 
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The  swift  collapse  of  France  In  May -June  1940  came  as  an  unexpected 
and  rude  shock  to  the  European  military  establishment  and  experienced 
military  observers.  French  military  forces  had  played  a  crucial  role  In 
the  defeat  of  Germany  in  1914-1918,  and  following  the  armistice  they 
retained  a  reputation  as  being  a  fairly  efficient  and  very  effective 
force.  By  the  usual  criteria  relatively  modern  weaponry,  large  sire, 
ample  logistical  support „  and  sound  leadership  --  the  French  military 
seemed  to  be  capable  of  ensuring  France's  safety  and  eventually  winning, 
when  supported  by  her  allies,  the  long  total  war  foreseen  by  political 
and  military  leaders. 

Even  those  who  criticized  the  French  military  effort  and  who  called 
for  reforms,  such  as  Paul  Reynaud,  did  not  doubt  the  widely  publicized 
slogan  of  1939-1940 :  "We  shall  win  because  we  are  stronger. The 
British,  who  were  Included  within  the  ‘‘we"  opposing  the  Germans ,  aiso  had 
a  favorable  view  of  the  French  military.  In  1938  Winston  Churchill 
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described  the  French  Army  as  "the  most  perfectly  trained  and  faithful 

2 

mobile  force  In  Europe."  General  Sir  Edmund  Ironside ,  the  British 
Chief  of  the  imperial  General  Staff  from  September  4j  1939  until  May  27, 
1940,  acknowledged  his  confidence  in  the  French  and  saw  nothing 
significantly  miss  In  the  French  Army,  even  though  he  saw  major 

3 

weaknesses  in  their  air  force.  Apparently ,  only  the  Germans  had 

serious  doubts  before  May-June  1940  about  the  military  effectiveness  of 

4 

the  French ,  but  they  too  did  not  dismiss  them  as  being  unprepared. 

Tragically  for  the  western  democratic  nations,  however,  an  Illusion 
of  effectiveness  concealed  the  Inadequacies  of  the  French  forces, 
particularly  of  the  army  which  badly  needed  modernization  In  structure 
and  in  doctrine,  An  organization  which  appeared  to  possess  all  the 
normal  attributes  used  to  measure  military  effectiveness  and  which  was 
widely  acknowledged  as  being  one  of  the  most  capable  In  the  world  In  fact 
suffered  from  severe  shortcomings.  Despite  sincere  and  intensive  efforts 
to  measure  and  ensure  effectiveness,  the  most  serious  flaws  in  French 
military  preparation  became  apparent  during  rather  than  before  the 
fight.  The  disastrous  events  of  May-June  1940  demonstrated  all  too 
painfully  that  the  French  forces  were  not  as  effective  as  their 
opponent's.  Six  weeks  of  fighting  revealed  the  weaknesses  of  the  French 
more  completely  and  more  obviously  than  years  of  study  and  analysis. 
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I.  Political  Effectiveness 

Throughout  the  interwar  period,  the  primary  focus  of  French 

national  security  policy  was  defense  against  a  future  attack  from 
Germany .  Although  the  French  fought  in  the  Rif  Wars  in  192H-1926 ,  in 
Syria  in  the  early  J920s ,  and  in  northern  Africa  in  the  early  1930s ,  few 
Frenchmen  doubted  the  real  threat  to  their  security  originated  in 

Germany,  civilian  and  military  leaders  recognized  that  France  had  been 
extremely  fortunate  to  emerge  safely  from  the  Great  ear,  and  they 

resolved  that  France  would  be  made  safe  from  another  German  invasion, 
Consequently ,  a  fairly  strong  consensus  about,  the  need  to  respond  Co  the 
potential  Gorman  threat  existed  within  French  society, 

The  existence  of  this  consensus  does  not  suggest  that  all  Frenchmen 
agreed  on  the  best  way  to  respond  to  that  potential  threat.  Many 

initially  pinned  their  hopes  on  collective  security  through  the 

assistance  of  American  and  British  allies  or  through  the  League  of 
Nations,  others  exuberantly  supported  the  wistful  Kellogg -Br land  Pan.:  of 
1938  by  which  numerous  nations  renounced  the  use  of  aggressive  war  but 

made  no  provisions  for  sanctions  against  those  who  violated  the  pact,  In 

the  early  1930s,  France  dallied  with  the  notion  of  disarmament ,  but  her 
enthusiasm  for  this  soon  withered  as  she  contemplated  the  menace  of 

German  rearmament .  Meanwhile ,  French  diplomats  erected  a  complex  series 
of  alliances  with  governments  in  central  and  eastern  Europe  by  which 
Germany  could  he  Isolated  and  encircled  and  by  which  the  wail  of 
defenders  along  France's  borders  could  be  strengthened . 
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While  debates  were  taking  place  over  some  of  the  methods  for 
ensuring  France's  security ,  several  noteworthy  and  well-known  clashes 
occurred  between  civilian  and  military  leaders.  The  interwar  period 
began  with  a  clash  between  Georges  ciemenceau  and  Marshal  Ferdinand  Foch 
over  the  status  of  the  German  Rhineland.  In  the  late  1920s ,  France's 
generals  frequently  complained  about  the  deterioration  of  the  army  and 
laid  the  blame  at  the  feet  of  the  politicians  for  their  reducing  the  berm 
of  service  for  conscripts  and  the  size  of  the  active  army ,  During  the 
period  of  General  Maxlme  Weygand' s  tenure  as  the  leading  general  In  the 
army,  open  quarrels  occurred  between  the  Impulsive  and  Irascible  Weygand 
and  civilian  authorities .  In  the  late  1930s,  ultra-right  wing  groups 
were  found  operating  among  the  officer  corps  In  organizations  known  as 
the  Corviqnolles  and  the  Caaoule.  Such  occurrences  underlined  the 
tensions  existing  between  the  civilian  and  the  military  authorities , 

Despite  these  strains,  the  dominant  characteristics  of  relations 
between  civil  and  military  leaders  between  1919  and  1939  wore  of  accord 
and  accommodation ,  rather  than  discord  and  defiance.  The  myth  of  an 
undeclared  war  between  the  civilian  and  military  leadership  In  the 
lnterwar  period  has  probably  arisen  from  the  exaggeration  of  the  clashes 
which  occurred.  Beneath  the  occasional  sparks  in  civil -military 
relations,  no  deep-rooted ,  debilitating  civil -military  crisis  existed. 
The  French  political  and  military  elite  agreed  that  France  required  an 
effective  military  force  for  defending  her  Interests,  regardless  of  the 
benefits  of  collective  security  or  alliances ,  and  regardless  of 
differences  over  the  details  of  military  policy.  Consequently,  art 
oftentimes  tranquil  and  usually  pragmatic  relationship  existed  between 
the  two  groups ,  which  enabled  them  to  work  together  satisfactorily ,  if 
not  always  pleasantly ,  arid  which  enabled  the  military  to  exert  great: 


I 

i 
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Influence  over  the  formulation  of  military  policy. 

Recognition  of  the  effective  working  of  the  two  groups  together  is 
not  new.  Judith  Hughes  has  identified  and  analyzed  the  " close 

Intermeshing *  between  them  in  the  twenties  and  has  argued  that  civilian 

\ 
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leaders  deferred  to  the  military.  As  they  considered  the  difficult 

and  complex  task  of  defending  France,  the  politicians  relied  upon  the 

generals  to  condense  and  translate  the  staggering  amount  of  information 

involved  In  organizing  and  fielding  effective  military  forces,  Over 

time ,  the  binding  of  the  two  groups  together  enhanced  the  military' s 

chemces  of  having*  its  advice  accepted  --  often  uncritically.  The  same 

situation  existed  In  the  thirties ,  even  during  the  tenure  of  General 

Wvygand  as  the  leading  army  general.  Philip  Charles  Farwell  Bankwltz's 

study  of  Weygand  has  argued  that  the  diminishing  of  the  civilian 

leadership's  powers  gradually  reduced  the  government  to  a  position  of 

near  “ equality "  with  the  High  Command .6  Similarly ,  the  tenure  of  the 

General  Maurice  Game  11 n,  the  mart  malleable  of  the  army's  peacetime 

leaders ,  did  not  see  a  submerging  of  the  military' s  desires  beneath  a  sea 

of  political  Imperatives.  Gomelin  met  Infrequently  with  the  Minister  of 

7 

National  Defense,  Edouard  Daladler,  who  only  occasionally  became 
Involved  with  the  specifics  of  military  policy  and  who  remained  content 
to  concentrate  upon  hi  a  numerous  other  duties ,  such  as  those  of  Premier 
from  April  1938  until  March  1940. 

Adding  to  its  ability  to  influence  the  governmental  decision  making 
process ,  the  military  hierarchy  also  escaped  much  of  the  instability 
which  plagued  the  governments  of  the  Third  Republic.  Except  for 
twenty -eight  months,  Daladiec  occupied  the  Ministry  of  War  from  December 
1932  to  May  1940,  and  only  three  generals  -  Marshal  Phi  lippe  Petal/), 


General  Wey gand ,  and  General  Gomel in  served  as  the  highest  ranking 


generals  in  the  lnterwar  period.  Additionally ,  the  reliance  on 
committees  within  the  High  Command  weakened  the  Influence  of  civilian 
authorities  over  military  policy.  Although  an  elaborate  system  of 
committees  dominated  by  civilians  was  established  after  the  war  to 
determine  military  policy  and  to  ensure  control  of  military  leaders  by 
civilians ,  the  committees  met  Infrequently  and  rarely  became  Involved 
with  the  details  of  military  policy.  Governmental  Instability 
contributed  further  to  the  weakening  of  these  committees  by  ensuring 
frequent  turnovers  of  the  civilian  representatives  and  strengthening 
thereby  the  relative  expertise  and  authority  of  the  military 
representatives  and  administrative  specialists  who  changed  positions  less 
frequently.  Consequently ,  military  policy  was  not  constructed  by 
politicians  and  then  forced  upon  an  unhappy  and  disrespectful  military. 
if  anything ,  the  military  hierarchy  had  greater  Influence  over  the 
shaping  of  military  policy  than  did  the  political  leadership. 

Within  the  realm  ol  military  policy,  virtually  no  disagreement 
existed  over  the  requirement  for  Prance  to  prepare  for  a  total  war  in 
Europe.  The  tradition  of  arming  the  entire  nation  and  fighting  with  Its 
entire  resources  had  been  born  in  the  French  Revolution  and  had  been 
developed  to  its  fullest  extent  In  the  Great  War  of  1914- 1918 .  From  the 
beginning  the  French  accepted  the  experience  of  World  War  I  as  having 
provided  <4  model  for  future  warfare,  needing  only  adjustment  as  the 
technical  means  of  Waging  war  evolved .  If  France  were  to  survive  and 
remain  secure  in  the  future ,  she  required  a  military  force  capable  of 
Lighting  another  lonq  total  war  that  would  demand  vast  quantities  of 
economic  ana  industrial  resources  and  that  would  result  In  an  inmense 
loss  of  life.  Although  she  shuddered  at  this  awful  posslbll ity,  she 
continually ,  if  not  steadfastly ,  supported  the  efforts  of  her  military 


80. 


leaders  to  prepare  for  the  enormous  demands  of  a  total  war  against 
Germany . 

The  choice  of  total  war  had  the  effect  less  of  '‘civillanlzlug’ 
military  policy  that  It  did  of  militarizing  all  governmental  policy. 
Considering  the  enormously  complex  and  diverse  efforts  Inherent  in 
preparing  the  nation  for  war,  miiitary  technicians  had  great,  if  not 
total ,  Influence  in  devising  and  carrying  out  arrangements  for  the 
mobilization  of  the  entire  nation.  As  the  military’s  concerns  expanded 
greatly  beyond  those  of  the  pre-Uorld  Hat  I  era,  the  political 
authorities  recognized  the  increasing  difficulty  of  maintaining  complete 
control  over  on  organization  which  would  incorporate  the  entire  nation 
during  a  moment  of  crisis,  Similarly ,  by  preparing  solely  for  total  war 
in  Europe  and  by  not  preparing  for  limited  war,  the  military  -  -  with  the 
politicians'  acquiescence  --  drastically  constrained  the  political  and 
diplomatic  alternatives  available  to  civilian  leaders,  who  apparently  had 
given  little  thought  to  the  need  for  a  full  range  of  options  In  the 
employment  of  military  forces.  The  result  was  a  serious  restriction  of 
possible  actions  by  the  French  in  crises  such  as  the  March  1916 
remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland.  Yet ,  few  critics  complained  of 
France's  fixation  on  total  war. 

While  the  effort  to  prepare  for  a  vast,  consuming  war  expanded  the 

influence  of  the  military  in  French  society,  it  also  increased  the 

importance  of  short  term  conscripts  and  the  reserves  in  the  military. 

Throughout  the  lnterwar  period ,  France  maintained  conscription  with  few 

deferments.  The  1928  law  on  recruitment  explained,  * Every  [ male J  French 

citizen  owes  personal  military  service,  except,  for  duly  established 

9 

physical  incapacity.'  While  some  reservations  existed  In  the  military 
about  the  adequacy  of  the  conscripts  and  reservists'  training,  no  one 
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doubted  the  need  to  arm  the  entire  nation  and  to  rely  upon  universal 
military  service  for  all  men.  From  the  perspective  of  both  military  and 
civilian  leaders ,  the  most  Important  goal  was  to  have  a  completely 
organized  and  prepared  nation  In  arms,  which  relied  upon  short-term 
service,  large  numbers  of  reservists,  and  the  unhampered  availability  of 
the  economic  power  and  Industrial  capacity  of  France  for  war.  The  still 
recent  wartime  experience  had  clearly  demonstrated  the  importance  of 
having  numerous  soldiers,  even  if  they  were  ill-trained ,  rather  than  a 
small  number  of  highly  trained  specialists .  Only  such  a  force  could 
withstand  the  huge  losses  inherent  In  a  long ,  devastating  war.  Having 
accepted  the  concept  of  total  warfare,  the  French  -■■  Including  the  High 
Command  thus  viewed  the  military  as  a  relatively  rough  and  blunt 
Instrument ,  not  as  a  finely  tuned ,  highly  flexible  force. 

As  a  consequence  of  this  thinking,  the  peacetime  military, 
especially  the  army,  became  nothing  more  than  the  skeleton  around  which 
the  wartime  force  mobilized.  By  the  late  1920s,  the  French  had  created  a 
mobilization  system  whereby  active  army  divisions  would  be  split  up  to 
encadre  the  other  divisions  in  the  recently  mobilized  forces.  The 
active  duty  personnel  were  thus  reduced  to  the  role  of  preparing  for 
mobilization ,  training  the  reservists ,  and  acting  as  a  cadre  for  some  of 
the  mobilized  units.  About  85 X  of  the  officers  and  non -commissioned 
officers  upon  mobilization  would  consist  of  reservists .  Because  of  the 
large  role  to  be  played  by  the  reservists ,  and  the  lingering  doubts  about 
their  readiness ,  the  military  hierarchy  placed  an  Increasing  emphasis 
upon  the  necessity  to  employ  their  land  forces  carefully  and  methodical ly 
in  the  initial  battles  of  a  future  war.  They  wanted  their  forces  to  gain 
experience  and  seasoning  in  the  initial  defensive  battle  before 
committing  them  to  more  demanding  and  complex  offensive  operations . 
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The  heavy  emphasis  on  reserve  forces  did  not  preclude  large 
military  budgets,  France  provided  substantial  financial  support  for  the 
military,  especially  by  comparison  to  other  nations.  From  the  end  of 
World  War  I  through  193 S,  she  spent  a  greater  percentage  oi  her  gross 
national  product  on  the  military  than  any  of  the  other  great  powers.  In 
1933,  she  spent  4,5*,  while  Great  Britain  spent  3X,  and  Germany  .1*.  In 
terms  of  percentage  of  gross  national  product,  the  British  (except  for 
1937 )  never  spent  as  large  a  percentage  In  peacetime  as  did  the  French. 
Germany  began  rearmament  in  earnest  following  Hitler's  assumption  of 
complete  power,  and  ulnce  she  began  with  little  or  no  modern  equipment, 
she  devoted  a  significantly  greater  percentage  of  her  gross  national 
product  to  the  military  In  the  late  1930s.  (See  Table  V  Although 
France  began  her  rearmament  In  late  193 5  and  accelerated  it  In  1938,  her 
level  of  spending  In  gross  terms  or  In  percentage  of  gross  national 
product  was  below  that  of  Germany  from  193 5  until  1940.  Nevertheless , 
the  French  had  devoted  considerable  resources  to  the  military  fuc  *  lony 
period,  and  In  comparison  to  funding  levels  before  World  War  I,  the 

military  had  2.6  times  as  much  in  1938,  In  real  tertvs ,  as  It  had  had  In 

1913. 10  While  the  French  military  could  always  have  used  more 

resources,  the  major  difficulties  sprang  not  so  much  from  an  Inadequacy 
of  funding  as  from  how  those  funds  were  spent. 

If  the  political  leaders  agreed  on  the  necessity  of  making  the 
entire  resources  of  the  nation  available  to  the  military,  and  provided 
larger  funds  than  did  most  other  nations,  they  did  not  willingly  accede 
to  every  military  request.  Similarly,  If  they  had  little  Interest  in  the 
thousands  of  details  concerned  with  organizing  and  fielding  an  effective 
military  force,  they  encountered  no  such  problem  with  computing  total 
costs  or  sizes  of  forces.  By  carefully  controlling  personnel  and 
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monetary  resources ,  Che  political  leaders  of  France  established  the  broad 
outlines  of  military  policy  and  provided  the  framework  within  which  the 
military  leaders  organized  and  trained  their  forces. 

Several  well -publicized  clashes  occured  between  the  civilian  and 

military  authorities  over  financial  and  personnel  Issues.  Nhlle  the 

French  maintained  conscription  throughout  the  Interwar  period,  and  few 

male  citizens  were  excused  from  military  service ,  most  military  officers 

desired  a  longer  length  of  service  for  the  conscript,  and  thereby  a 

larger  size  for  the  active  contingent.  Nevertheless ,  despite  strident 

objections  from  France's  most  powerful  generals,  the  political  leadership 

adopted  service  of  two  years  In  1921 4  eighteen  months  In  1923 ,  and  one 

year  In  1929.  Only  when  confronted  by  the  specter  of  Inadequate  numbers 

of  conscripts  during  the  * lean  years,"  In  which  the  number  of  conscripts 

would  have  been  half  those  In  normal  years,  did  the  government  accept  the 

11 

eelnstltutlon  of  service  of  two  years  in  1935.  Also ,  in  the  early 
1920s ,  as  the  political  leaders  gradually  reduced  the  term  of  service, 
they  simultaneously  reduced  the  size  or  the  active  army  from  41,  to  32, 
to  20  Infantry  divisions ,  plus  a  number  of  cavalry,  fortress,  and  ■■■  In 
the  1930s  --  light  mechanized  divisions  ( division  leci&re  mecanloue)  . 
Needless  to  say,  military  leaders  strenuously  objected,  but  to  no 
avail. Additionally,  the  government  was  not  sympathetic  to  demands 
for  higher  pay  and  better  living  conditions  for  its  active-duty  officers 
and  noncommissioned  officers,  The  officers  were  particularly  badly  paid, 
and  many  left  the  service  rather  than  endure  financial  and  personal 
hardship.  One  of  the  official  French  histories  noted,  "They  were  often 
among  the  best .  The  loss  of  these  officers  and  noncommissioned 

officers,  as  well  as  the  disruption  caused  by  the  reduced  size  of  the 
active  forces ,  could  only  have  decreased  the  effectiveness  of  the  French 
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The  widely  publicized  confrontations  over  term  of  service ,  size  of 
active  force,  and  pay  for  officers  and  soldiers ,  nevertheless ,  did  not 
divert  France  from  her  methodical  and  extensive  preparation  for  a  long 
total  war  or  place  the  reins  of  military  policy  completely  in  civilian 
hands.  Most  French  officers  believed  that  an  effective  military  force 
could  be  constructed  within  the  constraints  Imposed  by  the  government , 
for  they  recognized  that  the  details  of  the  policy  and  Its  most  Important 
shaping  came  from  the  military.  For  example ,  the  military  exerted  a 
dominant  Influence  over  the  design  and  emplacement  of  the  Maglnot.  Line. 
Long  before  the  political  leaders  called  for  defenses  along  the  frontiers 
or  provided  the  resources ,  the  army  had  begun  an  assessment  of  the  best 
methods  for  defending  France's  borders.  And  the  most  crucial  and 
wide-ranging  debates  about  the  fortifications  occured  within  the  Conseil 

Super leur  de la  Guerre  ( Superior  Council  of  War )  and  between  Its 

high-ranking  generals  than  In  any  other  institution.  Similarly,  military 
specialists  dominated  the  debates  and  discussions  over  the  potential  and 
development  of  mechanized  forces,  and  no  objections  from  l&on  Blum, 
demands  from  Paul  Peynaud,  or  Interventions  by  any  other  civilian 
authorities  managed  to  divert  the  army  from  the  path  it  chose  in  Its 
move  toward  mechanization . 

One  area  In  which  the  civilian  and  military  authorities  had  fairly 
clearly  defined  responsibilities  was  In  preparation  for  mcibllizatlon . 
Throughout  the  lnterwar  period,  French  military  and  political  leaders 
expended  a  great  deal  of  time,  intellectual  energies,  and  resources 
addressing  economic  mobilization  and  the  transformation  of  civilian 
industry  from  a  peacetime  to  a  wartime  footing.  The  laws  of  1927-1928  on 
the  military  organization  for  war  effectively  made  all  the  resources  of 


the  nation  available  to  the  military  In  the  event  of  war.  Those  laws 
represented  the  final  step  In  the  long  evolution  of  the  nation  in  arms 
and  ensured  that  any  future  war  would  be  fought  by  a  massively  armed 
nation  relying  upon  the  entire  potential  of  Its  people ,  industry ,  and 
natural  resources.  Yet ,  the  details  of  the  preparation  were  completed  by 
military  officers ,  using  the  authority  and  the  framework  provided  by  the 
political  leaders.  By  1939  France's  military  had  completed  extensive 
planning  for  mobilization ,  and  In  comparison  to  most  other  nations,  her 
Industry  was  relatively  well  prepared  to  produce  enormous  quantities  of 
military  materiel.  Ironically,  she  encountered  greater  difficulties  In 
1940  In  moving  supplies  to  units  than  In  providing  supplies  for  the 
military. 

Despite  the  emphasis  on  economic  mobilization,  the  French  did  not 
spend  as  much  time  and  resources  on  developing  sophisticated  tools  of 
war.  They  did  produce  capable  (but  not  necessarily  superb )  small  arms, 
artillery ,  tanks ,  and  antitank  weapons ;  their  emphasis,  however,  was  on 
producing  equipment  that  could  be  mass-produced ,  not  equipment  that 
provided  them  a  distinct  qualitative  advantage  over  their  potential 
enemy.  From  the  French  military's  perspective,  quantity  was  more 
important  than  quality.  Instead  of  emphasizing  sophisticated  weapons, 
they  placed  a  greater  emphasis  on  providing  sufficient  resources  and 
adequate  organization  to  prepare  the  industrial  base  for  full  wartime 
production  ot  inexpensive  but  effective  weapons. 

While  the  French  preferred  simple  weapons  that  could  be  handled 
easily  by  conscripts ,  rather  than  complex  weapons  that  necessitated 
lengthy  and  complicated  training,  they  fielded  some  very  good  equipment. 
In  the  1940  battle,  the  French  S.O.M.U .A.-3S  tank  was  the  best  tank  on 
the  battlefield ,  and  the  French  tanks  as  a  whole  were  equal  or  superior 
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to  those  of  Germany ,  except  for  some  problems  with  command  and  control 
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and  with  cruising  range.  similarly,  their  antitank  weapons  used  the 

best  available  technology  and  possessed  extraordinary  velocity  and 

penetrating  power.  The  new  weapons  could  penetrate  all  the  German  tanks 

except  for  a  few  of  the  Pamerkampfwaaen  IV' a  which  had  additional  armor 

plating  on  their  front  slope ,  and  in  comparison  to  the  Germans ,  the 

1  c 

French  had  a  much  better  antitank  capability  In  1940  than  their  enemy. 

The  emphasis  on  simplicity  of  operation  and  production,  however, 
did  not  always  result  In  uncomplicated  weapons  or  In  sufficient  numbers. 
The  D-l  tank,  with  its  delicate  and  sophisticated  fire  control  system, 
became  the  most  complicated  tank  involved  in  the  fighting  in  1940  and 
could  not  be  produced  In  sufficient  numbers  because  of  Its  complexity  and 
expense.  Also,  when  France  mobilized  in  September  2939,  she  discovered 
she  had  only  80,000  mines  on  hand.  Respite  their  simplicity  and  small 
cost  and  their  great:  value  in  a  defense,  she  had  only  400  500,000  when 
the  Germans  attacked.  ^  The  goal  may  have  been  to  acquire  sufficient 
numbers  of  inexpensive  and  effective  weapons,  but  it  was  not  attained  in 
several  important  Instances.  In  both  these  examples,  the  failures 
stemmed  from  military  lapses.  In  the  first.  General  Jean  B.  Estlenne, 
the  “father"  of  French  armor,  doggedly  clung  to  his  extremely  complex 
concept  for  the  design  of  a  tank,  and  in  the  second,  army  planners 
unfortunately  failed  to  order  sufficient  mines. 

Adding  to  the  problems  of  materiel,  the  French  also  failed  to 
develop  several  important  and  technically  advanced  items  Although  they 
did  ponder  the  effect  of  atomic  explosions  and  did  consider  such  advanced 
weapons  as  the  autogyro,  to  Include  receiving  55  of  them  in  the  late 
1930s,  they  failed  to  stress  the  development  of  Important  items  such  as 
radios  and  let  the  British  develop  sophisticated  code-breaking  equipment 
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and  radar.  Despite  the  spotty  record  in  development  of  materiel,  the 
army's  main  weaknesses  came  not  so  much  from  the  quality  or  quantity  of 
its  weapons  and  equipment  as  from  how  it  planned  to  employ  them.  And 
that  failure  stemmed  much  more  from  conceptual  Inadequacy  than  from  lack 
of  political  support  or  financial  resources. 

Notwithstanding  the  reductions  In  the  term  of  service  and  the 

number  of  active  divisions ,  as  well  as  the  uneven  record  In  the 

development  of  equipment ,  the  condition  of  the  army  slowly  but  gradually 

Improved  In  the  1930s.  The  French  carefully  Increased  the  intensity  and 

amount  of  training  for  the  reservists ,  adopted  much  new  modern  equipment, 

and  uplifted  the  spirits  and  confidence  of  their  active  forces,  one  of 

the  most  Important  French  generals,  Pierre  Hiring,  later  acknowledged 
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that  he  had  seen  a  “renaissance"  of  the  army  by  1937.  objections  by 
those  such  as  Charles  de  Gaulle,  with  his  professional  armored  corps , 
were  the  exception .  Most  members  of  the  military  remained  reasonably 
content  with  the  French  military  forces  as  they  were  organized  and 
prepared,  even  If  they  did  have  complaints  aiout  the  size  of  the  active 
contingent  or  the  amount  of  pay.  When  war  came,  French  military  leaders 
may  have  dreaded  the  blood-letting  and  sacrifices  of  battle,  but  they  did 
not  lack  confidence  In  the  effectiveness  and  preparedness  of  their 
forces,  particularly  their  army.  The  bitter  criticisms  of  the 
preparedness  and  effectiveness  of  these  forces,  especially  of  the  prewar 
reserves ,  surfaced  after  the  defeat  rather  than  beforehand. 


The  strategy  of  France  sprang  from  a  detailed  analysis  of  the 
threat  posed  by  Germany ,  the  vulnerability  of  her  crucial  resources  near 
the  frontiers ,  the  characteristics  of  her  system  of  national  defense^  and 
the  preferences  for  fighting  a  future  war  on  German  and  Belgian ,  rather 
than  French ,  soil.  From  1919  to  1929-30 ,  France  anticipated  a  war  with  a 

revanchist  and  resurgent  Germany  In  which  French  land  forces  (which  would 

play  the  most  lmporteuit  role )  would  rush  forward  from  their  toehold  In 
the  Rhineland  or  from  northeastern  France  to  seize  a  bridgehead  in 
Germany.  The  massive  forces  of  the  mobilized  and  armed  nation  would 
follow  and  would  launch  the  final  attack  against  the  German  farces.  The 
air  force  would  contribute,  much  as  It  had  In  World  War  I,  as  an 

auxiliary  arm  of  the  land  forces  and  would  assist  the  army  in  gaining 
victory  through  the  conduct  of  reconnaissance ,  adjustment  of  artillery, 
and  bombing.  The  navy  played  a  vital  role  by  maintaining  seaborne 

communications  with  France's  empire  and  permitting  the  uninterrupted  flow 
of  raw  materials  and  colonial  troops  to  the  mainland .  Such  had  been  the 
contribution  of  the  navy  In  World  War  I,  and  all  Frenchmen  remembered  the 
vital  assistance  provided  by  the  half -million  colonial  soldiers  In  that 
war.  Military  planners  could  not  ignore  the  need  for  these  soldiers  to 
overcome  the  manpower  advantage  of  Germany  and  the  requirement  for  the 
Importing  of  vast  quantities  of  raw  materials  and  finished  goods  to  serve 
the  needs  of  the  fighting  forces.  The  army  find  the  navy  thus  played 


relatively  more  important  roles  In  the  twenties  than  the  air  force  in  the 


accomplishment  of  French  strategy,  which  retained  a  strong  emphasis  on 
the  offensive. 

After  1929,  following  the  withdrawal  from  the  Rhineland  and  the 

erection  of  the  Maglnot  Line ,  French  strategy  placed  a  greater  emphasis 

on  the  defense.  The  French  Nigh  Command  had  foreseen  as  early  as  Hay 

1920  the  need  for  fortifications  along  the  northeastern  frontiers  from 

the  Rhine  River  to  Luxembourg  to  protect  precious  but  extremely 

vulnerable  iron  ore,  coal,  and  Industrial  resources.  If  France  were  to 

conduct  a  long  total  war,  she  had  to  protect  those  resources,  and 

construction  of  the  Maglnot  Line  began  officially  in  1929.  Hhen  the 

military  leaders  analyzed  the  terrain  west  of  the  Maglnot  Line ,  they  did 

not  perceive  the  Ardennes  as  Impenetrable,  but  they  believed  a  large 

German  force  could  not  cross  the  rugged,  wooded  hills  In  less  than  nine 

days,  during  which  time  the  French  could  reinforce  the  threatened  sector 

by  bringing  forces  from  the  east  and  west  of  Luxembourg,  French  military 

leaders  expected  a  German  attack  to  go  around  the  Maglnot  Line  and ,  a  la 

Schlleffen ,  sweep  through  the  Belgian  plain  along  the  so  called  Gemblnux 

"gap"  through  the  Sambre  River  valley  north  of  Namur  and  Maubeugc .  To 

counter  this,  the  French  intended  to  rush  motorized  and  mechanized  forces 

into  Belgium  and  to  defend  as  far  forward  as  possible ,  Such  a  move  would 

supposedly  carry  the  fighting  off  French  soil  and  also  protect  crucial 
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natural  resources  and  industrial  plants  in  the  northern  provinces. 

French  strategy  thus  envisaged  a  forward  defense  in  Belgium ,  an 
economy  of  force  operation  along  the  Ardennes ,  and  a  solid  defense 
resting  upon  fortifications  along  the  northeastern  frontier.  And  the 
major  alterations  In  their  war  plans  after  1929,  such  as  Plan  " D "  and 
Plan  “E“ ,  stemmed  from  changes  in  the  location  along  which  the  French 
forces  would  defend  In  Belgium ,  hot  from  any  fundamental  changes  In  their 
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overall  strategy.  Although  a  significant  debate  occurred  over  the 
proposal  by  Charles  de  Gaulle  to  form  a  professional  mechanized  force, 
few  Frenchmen  acknowledged  the  need  to  abandon  the  spreading  of  French 
land  forces  in  a  thin  shell  along  the  entire  border  from  Switzerland  to 
the  English  Chemnel .  And  few  of  those  with  the  requisite  information 
about  French  strategy  doubted  that  it  would  secure  the  political  goals  of 
the  nation. 

As  part  of  their  strategy,  the  French  did  have  plans  for  conducting 

an  attack  into  Germany  and  thereby  relieving  some  pressure  from  their 

allies  in  eastern  Europe,  The  plans,  however,  were  extremely  tentative 

and  only  anticipated  limited  movement  into  Germany.  In  June  1.916, 

Gamelln  published  a  directive  on  the  conduct  of  an  offensive  between  the 

Rhine  River  and  Luxembourg ,  but  he  pointedly  emphasized  the  danger  of 

committing  major  forces  into  the  rough  terrain  around  Saarbrilcken  when 
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the  Germans  might  send  the ir  forces  through  Belgium.  ;i  year  later, 

Gamelln  published  another  directive  which  was  even  more  “timid"  than  the 

previous  one.  When  the  general  who  had  responsibility  for  this 

contingency  operation  received  his  detailed  instructions ,  the  guidance 

was  even  more  cautious  and  specific.  As  the  official  French  history  for 

this  period  has  observed,  these  actions  can  only  lead  one  to  “doubt  the 
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sincerity  of  General  Gamelln. "  The  grand  strategy  of  France  may  have 
relied  upon  the  threat  of  a  two- front  war  against  Germany  and  much 
diplomatic  effort  had  been  expended  toward  establishing  the  Little 
Entente  and  creating  better  relations  with  Poland.  In  reality,  however, 
the  French  posed  little  or  no  threat  of  a  swift  advance  Into  their 

potential  enemy's  territory.  Clearly ,  a  large  gap  existed  between  their 

military  planning  and  foreign  policy. 
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As  for  the  role  of  the  three  services  within  French  strategy,  the 

navy  occupied  an  Important  position.  Since  It  had  the  mission  of 

dominating  the  sea-lanes  to  north  Africa  and  maintaining  communications 

with  other  areas  of  the  Umpire,  valuable  trade ,  troop  transport,  and 

supplies  depended  upon  its  success.  While  the  navy  could  do  little  to 

protect  the  frontiers  from  a  German  Invasion,  the  need  to  ensure  control 

of  the  Mediterranean  Sea  enabled  It  to  secure  significant  financial 

support.  French  concern  with  their  naval  power  can  clearly  be  seen  in 

their  constructing  163  warships  from  1922  to  1934,  a  larger  number  than 
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any  other  naval  jforce.  Respite  Che  concern  evinced  in  the  naval 

buildup,  the  naval  leaders  maintained  their  faith  in  the  Versailles 

Treaty,  which  had  limited  the  Germans  -•  their  most  ).  1  kel y  enemy  to 

106,000  tons.  They  paid  little  attention  to  a  possible  Japanese  threat 

and  hoped  the  Versailles  Treaty  would  keep  the  naval  balance  of  power  in 
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their  favor  for  a  long  period. 

In  the  early  1930s ,  as  long  as  the  Versailles  Treaty  remained  In 

effect,  the  French  planned  on  barring  the  English  Channel  to  the  tiny 

German  fleet  and  using  the  major  portion  of  their  fleet,  to  ensure  secure 

sea  Janes  to  north  Africa  and  the  Empire.  The  Italian  Navy,  which  had 

triumphed  at  the  Washington  Conference  of  1921-1922  by  gaining  parity 

with  the  French  in  battleships  and  aircraft  carriers,  appeared  as  the 

greatest  threat  to  those  sea  lanes,  and  the  French  responded  by 

perfecting  a  well  armed  and  extremely  fast  destroyer  that  was  classified 

by  other  nations  as  a  light  cruiser  and  by  constructing  a  huge  submarine 
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fleet.  In  the  late  1930s,  however ,  as  the  Germans  escaped  the  naval 
limitations,  French  leaders  recognized  their  fleet  would  be  at  a  serious 
disadvantage  when  faced  with  the  combined  Italian  and  German  fleets  and 
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lobbied ,  without  much  success ,  for  even  greater  support.  Nonetheless ,  by 
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1939,,  the  French  hud  a  navy  of  600,000  Cons  which  ranked  fourth  behind 

the  leading  naval  powers:  Great.  Britain,  Che  United  ,  ncar.es,  and 
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Japan. 

Considering  the  rather  ignominious  end  much  of  the  fleet  met  at 
Hers-Bl~K4blr  at  the  hands  of  the  British  in  July  1940 ,  and  its  small 
contribution  before  June  1940,  one  should  ask  whether  the  financial 
credits  employed  In  the  construction  of  the  navy  would  have  been  better 
used  In  the  development  of  ground  and  aerial  forces .  Clearly ,  except  for 
the  safe  delivery  of  the  colonial  and  north  African  troops,  the  large 
sums  expended  on  the  navy  in  the  twenty  years  before  that  collapse  made 
little  or  no  difference  in  the  fighting  in  1940.  Such  a  question  may  be 
unfair ,  howwver,  since  the  navy  was  capable  of  accomplishing  its  mission 
in  a  major  European  war  and  since  the  French  could  not  have  foreseen  the 
swift  defeat  they  encountered  on  land  In  1940. 

During  much  of  the  period  under  review  the  army  had  great  influence 
within  the  French  polity.  Army  leaders  such  as  Marshals  Philippe  P6t:aln 
and  Ferdinand  Foch  and  Generals  Maxlme  Weygand  and  Maurice  Camel  in  spoke 
with  great  authority ,  and  except  for  the  bitter  conflict  over  the  size  of 
the  peacetime  establishment  and  the  length  of  military  service  for 
conscripts,  the  army's  leadership  remained  reasonably  content  with  It.: 
influence  and  the  results  obtained.  Of  the  three  services,  the  army  had 
by  far  the  greatest  influence  because  of  the  nearness  of  Germany  arid  the 
obvious  threat  of  a  land  attack.  Nevertheless,  the  army's  share  of  the 
budget,  which  had  been  95. 5X  in  191B,  declined  significantly  In  the  years 
following  World  War  I.  ("See  Table  2)  In  1920,  the  army  received  B4X  of 
the  military  budget,  but  by  1938  It  received  only  5  2X.  In  the  same 
period,  the  navy's  share  increased  from  12X  to  21X,  both  figures  being 
much  greater  than  the  tiny  4X  of  191B ,  In  comparison  to  the  other 
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services  the  air  force's  share  Increased  sharply  from  IX  in  1920  to  23X 

In  1938,  but  while  the  French  air  force  received  19X  of  the  total  defense 

budget  In  1937,  the  British  air  force  received  54%  of  the  defense 
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expenditures .  Even  If  the  British  were  over-emphasizing  the  air  arm, 

the  large  difference  In  the  percentages  suggests  the  French  were  not 

according  theirs  a  sufficiently  high  priority.  Interestingly  enough,  the 

roles  and  priorities  assigned  to  the  various  French  services  In  the 

lnterwar  period  stemmed  less  from  their  political  influence  than  from  the 

consideration  of  other  factors  such  as  grand  strategy  or  technological 

advances.  Even  though  few  doubted  the  predominance  of  the  army ,  Its 

share  of  the  budget  steadily  declined  until  the  Increases  on  the  eve  of 

World  War  II.  Similarly,  the  percentage  accorded  the  air  force  remained 

significantly  below  that  of  the  navy  until  1938, 

As  in  most  other  nations ,  however,  the  question  of  air  power  became 

a  controversial  subject  In  the  lnterwar  period.  France  had  emerged  from 

the  Great  War  as  a  world  leader  In  aviation,  having  manufactured  a  total 

of  51,143  airframes  and  92,594  aircraft  engines  from  1914-1918 .  In  1918 

alone,  she  manufactured  23,669  airframes  and  44,563  aircraft 
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engines.  As  France  shifted  to  a  peacetime  status,  however,  military 
aviation  remained  firmly  under  the  thumb  of  the  army  and  navy,  and  Great 
Britain  and  the  United  States  soon  pulled  clearly  ahead  of  France  In  Its 
development .  By  the  early  1930s ,  the  military  and  the  political 
leadership  had  become  more  sensitive  to  the  needs  of  the  air  force  and 
the  threat  of  aerial  bombardment .  In  1928,  the  French  government  created 
a  separate  ministry  for  civilian  and  military  aviation,  but  the  actual 
control  of  military  aviation  remained  with  the  army  and  navy.  In  1931,  a 
separate  Superior  Council  of  War,  which  consisted  of  France's  most  senior 
military  aviators,  was  created  for  the  air  corps  and  separated  from  the 
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army's  council.  Finally ,  in  1933  the  air  force  gained  Its  Independence 

from  the  army,  though  the  navy  retained  control  over  Its  aviation. 

Until  It  became  a  separate  service ,  the  air  corps  had  stressed  the 

roles  of  fighters  and  bombers  with  the  primary  emphasis  being  on 

contributing  to  the  army's  ability  to  fight  and  maneuver  on  the  ground . 

Following  the  1933  separation  from  the  army,  the  air  force  began 

developing  a  new  aircraft,  the  BCR ,  which  was  supposedly  capable  of 

bombardment,  aerial  combat,  and  reconnaissance  missions.  The  aircraft 

represented  a  tentative  step  toward  an  air  force  increasingly  dominated 

by  visions  of  independent  missions  and  strategic  bombing .  In  1936  Pierre 

Cot,  the  air  minister,  began  a  complete  overhaul  of  the  air  service  and 

accelerated  the  move  toward  a  preeminent  mission  of  strategic  bombxng, 

primarily  at  the  expense  of  aerial  combat  and  reconnaissance  functions. 

For  a  moment,  the  air  enthusiasts  were  captivated  by  the  notion  that  air 

power  and  strategic  bombing  -  virtually  by  themselves  could  provide 
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security  and  victory  to  France. 

But  romantic  notions  of  swift  victories  soon  encountered  the  hard 

fact  that  the  German  air  force  had  probably  surpassed  the  French  air 

force  In  1936.  On  the  eve  of  Cot's  departure  from  the  air  ministry,  the 

air  chief  of  staff  warned  that  In  the  event  of  war  the  French  air  forces 

28 

would  be  swept  from  the  skies  by  the  Germans  In  less  than  two  weeks. 
France  recognized  she  could  not  surpass  the  Germans  In  numbers  of  bombers 
and  began  having  reservations  about  launching  strategic  bombing  missions 
against  an  opponent  whose  capability  to  retaliate  was  so  great.  During 
the  new  air  ministry  of  Guy  La  Chambre  at  the  end  of  1937,  France  began 
focusing  upon  the  production  of  fighters  which  could  protect  her  from 
German  bombers  and  which  could  be  produced  more  cheaply  and  In  greater 
numbers,  Nevertheless,  France's  monthly  production  of  planes  was  still 
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only  a  third  of  that  of  Germany's  In  the  same  period.  To  make 

matters  worse ,  the  French  fighters  were  generally  inferior  to  those  of 

the  Germans .  The  best  French  fighter  In  1940,  the  Morane  406 ,  flew  80 

kilometers -pex-hour  slower  than  the  Messer schmldt  109  and  had  a 

5,000-foot  lower  celling.  The  combination  of  shifts  In  priorities , 

Inadequate  funding,  and  Insufficient  Industrial  capacity  ensured  that  the 

French  air  force  was  the  least  prepared  and  effective  of  the  three 

services  In  1940.  France  had  let  a  military  advantage  slip  away  from  her, 

In  the  actual  aerial  fighting,  however ,  the  allies  were  not  at  an 

overwhelming  disadvantage,  particularly  when  the  British  contribution  Is 

considered.  Although  exact  figures  do  not  exist  and  remain 

controversial ,  Guy  La  Chambre,  the  air  minister  during  1940,  explained  to 

a  postwar  parliamentary  committee  that  at  the  beginning  of  the  German 

offensive,  the  French  possessed  a  total  of  3,289  modern  planes,  of  which 

2,122  were  fighters,  461  bombers ,  429  reconnaissance ,  and  2 77 

observation .  of  these  planes,  only  a  third  were  oh  the  combat  front: 
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7 90  fighters,  140  bombers,  170  reconnaissance,  and  210  observation , 

By  comparison ,  the  Germans  had  more  than  1600  fighters  available  against 

the  combined  British  and  French  force  of  about  900  fighters  in 
31 

France.  But  many  of  the  French  planes  did  not  participate  in  the 

fighting  because  of  mechanical  difficulties.  The  Chief  of  the  French 

Fighter  Command,  for  example,  later  stated  that  he  had  only  418 
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serviceable  fighters  in  May  1940.  A  larger  number  of  planes  may  have 
been  available  and  may  have  been  used  more  effectively  had  the  French  had 
a  more  efficient  system  of  command  with  the  power  to  concentrate  aerial 
assets,  but  the  French  had  organized  themselves  so  aircraft,  especially 

fighters,  were  fairly  evenly  distributed  throughout  France  to  the  largest 
33 

ground  units,  Also,  the  Inadequacy  of  air-army  liaison  became 
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obvious  in  1940  when  the  air  headquarters  on  the  northern  frontier  was 
Inundated  during  the  fighting  with  requests  for  air  support.  As  the 
fighting  continued ,  additional  planes  became  available,  and  by  the  time 
of  France's  collapse,  the  air  command  had  more  planes  than  when  the 
fighting  began.  Unfortunately,  France  did  not  have  sufficient  pilots  or 
means  of  moving  the  planes  to  the  fighting  squadrons,  hut  combined  with 
her  allies,  she  nonetheless  destroyed  about  20X  of  German  planes  used  In 
the  battle  of  Prance. ^ 

Returning  to  the  issue  of  strategy,  an  extremely  important  problem 

concerned  Prance's  inability  to  fight  a  limited  war  against  Germany.  As 

France  constructed  her  elaborate  system  for  national  defense,  she  erected 

a  system  which  had  only  one  capability:  total  war.  Although  she  could 

reinforce  her  frontier  fortifications  for  security  purposes,  she  had  to 

mobilize  completely  before  she  could  commit  her  land  forces  Into  battle. 

By  virtue  of  her  1927-1928  system ,  each  active  Infantry  division  would  be 

divided  among  three  divisions  ( Including  itself )  upon  mobi  llzation. 

Thus,  the  commitment  of  several  active  divisions  would  seriously  degrade 

the  capability  of  Prance  to  mobilize  her  other  forces  should  the  need 

arise.  During  the  German  remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland  In  1936, 

General  Gamelln‘3  recognition  of  this  fact  caused  him  to  recommend 

against  committing  a  limited  force  (without  complete  national 

mobilization )  against  the  extremely  small  German  forces  entering  the 

de -ml lltarl zed  zone.  He  digued  that  France  had  no  capacity  for  limited 

warfare  and  would  have  to  mobilize  completely  before  she  could  act ,  The 

absence  uf  this  Je lei. rent  Lei ce  and  the  Inability  to  fight  a  limited 

conflict ,  prevented  France  from  acting  when  she  may  have  been  able  to 
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squash  the  menace  of  Hitler.  In  other  words ,  France  had  an 
all-or-nothing  military  policy  and  strategy;  if  war  came  on  the  European 
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continent ,  she  would  unleash  a  total  all  -consuming  war,  and  she  would  use 
this  threat  of  total  war  to  deter  her  potential  adversary  from  initiating 
a  conflict.  But  there  was  little  she  could  do  against  a  more  limited 
threat  from  Germany. 

Considering  the  enormous  threat  of  a  fully  uabi lived  Germany,  the 
French  were  reasonably  prudent  in  their  emphasis  up .n  a  total  war.  Their 
failure  was  the  ignoring  of  the  need  for  greater  flexibility ;  had  they 
had  this  flexibility ,  they  might  have  acted  decisively  against  the  German 
movement  into  the  Rhineland  In  1936.  While  <.he  failure  Co  act  may  have 
discouraged  Germany  from  being  more  aggressive  in  the  future,  predictions 
as  to  the  actual  effect  are  hindsight  at  beat.  Whatever  the  Importance 
of  the  failure  Co  act  in  1936,  France's  final  collapse  in  1940  had  Jittite 
directly  to  do  with  her  capacity  for  a  limited  action .  She  failed  fur 
other  reasons. 

One  partial  explanation  for  her  failure  revolves  around  her 
inability  to  gain  consistent  and  strong  support  from  her  allies. 
Although  the  Belgians  signed  an  accord  in  September  1920  to  ensure  close 
cooperation  between  their  two  forces,  the  situation  changed  dramatically 
In  October  1936  when  the  Belgians  renounced  their  alliance  with  France 
and  subsequently  withdrew  into  neutrality .  'lhe  French  did  not  alter 
their  intention  to  rush  forward  into  Belgium,  but  their  ability  to  do  so 
now  was  greatly  Influenced  by  unpredictable  and  uncontrollable  diplomatic 
developments.  Other  problems  with  allies  revolved  around  France's 
recognition  that  she  had  few  means  to  support  her  allies  in  central  and 
eastern  Europe.  Should  Germany  attach  one  of  these  allies,  France  could 
only  respond  by  launching  a  massive  attack  against  Germany  or  by 
dispatching  aviation  assets  to  their  assistance.  She  also  encountered 
severe  difficulties  in  convincing  the  British  to  commit  significant  land 
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forces  to  the  continent.  Great  Britain  hesitated  to  become  mired  In 
another  continental  disaster  and  did  not  take  steps  until  March  2939  to 
prepare  her  forces  for  continental  service.  All  In  all ,  a  significant 
gap  existed  between  the  actions  France  desired  of  her  allies  and  those 
they  actually  accomplished .  And  her  own  failure  to  support 

Czechoslovakia  in  a  time  of  crisis  did  Jit  tie  to  close  that  gap. ^ 
Consequently,  In  comparison  to  the  pre-World  War  I  period  JittJe  or  no 
allied  staff  planning  was  accomplished  before  the  outbreak  of  World  War 
II. 

Returning  to  the  Issue  of  strategy,  France  expected  war  to  begin 
with  an  attack  by  Germany  and  for  It  to  end  with  an  attack  by  France. 
Consequently,  she  placed  her  strongest  emphasis  on  defensive  forces, 
rather  than  on  offensive  ones.  This  also  applied  to  the  air  forces, 
especially  on  the  eve  of  the  war,  for  she  constructed  and  purchased  more 
fighters  for  defense  against  air  attack  than  bombers  for  an  offense 
against  Germany .  She  expected  the  German  forces  to  sweep  around  the 
Maglnot  Line  and  to  move  through  Belgium.  There,  the  French  defenders 
would  drain  the  Invading  forces  of  their  strength  and  then  would  launch  a 
counterattack.  Thus,  the  French  were  hardly  prepared  to  commit 
themselves  against  a  German  weakness.  They  hoped  they  could  draw  the 
unsuspecting  Germans  onto  their  strength  and  that  this  would  deplete  the 
German  advantage.  Only  then  would  the  French  fling  themselves  forward 
for  the  final  blow, 

All  in  all,  France's  forces  were  fairly  efficiently  tailored  for 
the  type  of  strategy  envisaged  by  the  political  and  military  leaders. 
Unfortunately ,  its  chances  for  success  rested  completely  on  the  German 
doing  as  expected  and  on  the  French  encountering  the  major  enemy  forces 
in  the  Gembloux  gap.  Had  the  c  'rmans  done  as  expected,  the  strategy  may 
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have  been  successful ,  but  the  Germans  rushed  large  armored  forces  through 
the  lightly  defended  Ardennes,  and  France  found  herself  unable  to  respond 
adequately .  Much  to  her  misfortune,  France  learned  the  bitter  lesson 
that  a  defensive  strategy  surrenders  the  lr.*  dative  co  the  enemy  and 
leaves  him  free  to  select  the  point  at  which  his  strength  can  be 
concentrated  against  a  weakness.  In  sum.  Franco's  strategy  was 
completely  logical  but  disastrously  Ineffective. 
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Ill ■  Operational  Effectiveness 


During  the  Interwar  period ,  the  integration  of  all  arms  on  the 

battlefield  was  a  major  concern  of  the  French  military  hierarchy .  The 

French  believed  their  forces  had  to  reach  the  highest  levels  of 

cooperation  if  the  maximum  benefit  were  to  be  received  from  all  arms. 

They  recognized  the  Germans  would  have  marked  advantages  with  their 

larger  numbers  and  with  their  probably  being  the  first  to  attack,  ,.md 

consequently  they  sought  to  reduce  these  advantages  with  a  more  efficient 

employment  of  French  forces.  But  this  goal  of  integration  or  cooperation 

did  not  necessarily  result  in  a  bet  ter -prepared  force.  For  example ,  the 

army  objected  to  the  creation  of  an  Independent  air  force,  since  its 

leaders  believed  such  an  autonomous  force  would  contribute  little  to  the 

land  battle,  which  they  considered  decisive .  Hence,  an  enormous 

controversy  emerged  over  the  entire  issue  of  air  defense  as  the  air  force 

attempted  to  gain  its  independence.  Despite  the  controversy ,  and  despite 

the  French  Intention  to  distribute  aviation  assets  across  the  front,  the 

aerial  forces  maintained  only  a  weak  link  to  the  ground  battle.  Even 

after  France  began  emphasizing  the  production  of  fighter  aircraft  for 

providing  air  defense  and  began  strengthening  her  air  doctrine  for  direct 

intervention  In  the  land  battle,  no  tightly  coordinated  and  cohesive 

17 

effort  emerged  between  the  ground  and  aerial  forces.'  Gamelln 
attempted  to  rectify  this  shortcoming  in  the  late  1930s  by  reorganizing 
the  entire  High  Command,  but  when  the  war  began,  the  French  air  force  was 
easily  swept  aside  by  the  technically  superior  German  aircraft  Whether 
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a  more  effective  organization  would  have  enabled  the  French  to  win  the 
aerial  battle  la  doubtful,  but  It  certainly  would  have  helped. 

In  contrast  to  the  rather  weak  coordination  between  the  aerial  and 
the  ground  forces,  the  army  constructed  an  extremely  rigid  system  which 
compelled  the  tightest  possible  coordination  between  ground  units .  The 
doctrinal  foundation  of  the  French  system  came  from  their  belief  that 
advances  and  Increases  In  firepower  had  fundamentally  altered  the 
battlefield .  The  new  weapons  and  greater  firepower  which  had  become 
available  to  modern  armies  between  1919  and  1939  had  made  the  battlefield 
much  more  lethal  and  deadly  thm  in  the  past.  With  the  numerous  advances 
In  weaponry,  the  French  expected  combat  to  be  even  more  deadly  than  that 
of  World  War  I,  Their  assessment  of  the  great  destructive  power  of  the 
new  weapons  led  them  to  conclude  that  the  defense  had  been  significantly 
strengthened,  since  an  attacker  would  have  to  throw  himself  Into  a  wall 
of  fire  and  accept  enormously  heavy  losses.  Relatively  fewer  men  could 
establish  a  virtually  impenetrable  barrier  of  fire,  and  an  attacker  could 
overwhelm  a  defender  only  by  the  closely  coordinated  employment  of  massed 
men  and  materiel .  ^ 

The  doctrine  which  emerged  from  the  perception  of  greater  lethality 

stressed  the  importance  of  what  the  French  called  the  batallle  conduite, 

or  the  methodical  battle .  By  this  term  they  meant  a  tightly  controlled 

battle  In  which  all  units  and  weapons  were  carefully  marshalled  and  then 
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employed  In  combat.  The  French  preferred  to  have  a  step-by-step 

battle  in  which  units  obediently  moved  between  phase  lines  and  adht^ed  to 
strictly  scheduled  time-tables ,  since  they  believed  such  methods  were 
essential  for  the  coherent  employment  of  enormous  amounts  of  men  and 
materiel,  especially  In  an  army  relying  upon  incompletely  trained 
reservists .  Tn  their  view,  a  hastily  prepared,  impulsive  fight  was 
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doomed  to  failure.  Their  doctrine  also  stressed  the  necessity  of 

avoiding  an  encounter  battle  In  which  moving  armies  unexpectedly  collided 
and  had  to  fight  In  an  Impromptu  and  uncontrolled  fashion.  They  thus 
opted  for  a  time-consuming ,  Intricate  process  which  prized  preparation 
rather  than  improvisation  and  which  made  great  allowances  for  the  extreme 
complexity  of  massing  large  amounts  of  weapons  and  materiel.  If  the 

French  had  their  way ,  they  would  weaken  an  attacker  with  their  deadly 
defensive  fires,  and  then  destroy  him  by  a  massive,  but  tightly 

controlled,  "battering  ram"  attack, 

A  clear  description  of  the  methodical  battle  was  presented  in 

September  1936,  one  year  before  the  opening  of  World  War  II,  at  the 
French  Center  of  Higher  Military  Studies.  This  presentation,  given  by  a 
general  officer,  graphically  described  an  operation  of  an  army  consisting 
of  five  corps  with  IB  divisions  along  a  front  of  60  kilometers .  The 
force  launched  its  main  attack  on  a  front  of  15  kilometers  with  six 
divisions  In  the  first  echelon,  resulting  In  each  division  having  about 
two  and  one  half  kilometers  of  front.  For  the  remaining  45  kilometers  of 
front,  the  general  officer  deployed  five  divisions ,  resulting  In  each  of 
these  divisions  having  a  front  of  nine  kilometers,  Four  divisions 
remained  In  the  second  echelon,  but  their  artillery  was  moved  forward  to 
provide  a  density  of  about  one  division's  worth  of  artiiiery  for  each 
kilometer  of  attack  frontage.  The  objective  was  selected  so  It  was  not 
any  deeper  than  one-half  the  length  of  the  attack  frontage  -  about  seven 
and  one  half  kilometers .  The  lecturer  noted  that  the  forward  edge  of  the 
attack  would  be  traced  in  the  arc  of  a  circle.  Unfortunately ,  for 

France,  this  attack  more  closely  resembled  the  battles  of  1918  than  it 
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did  the  free- wheeling  methods  of  the  Germans  In  May- June  1940. 
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HI  thin  the  doctrine  for  the  methodical  battle ,  the  emphasis  on 
firepower  came  at  the  expense  of  the  French  ability  to  maneuver. 
Although  the  French  often  stressed  the  Importance  of  maneuver ,  they 
perceived  maneuver  predominantly  In  the  sense  of  moving  units  to  have 
them  deliver  fire  or  of  moving  fire  without  moving  units.  They  rarely 
emphasized  the  advantages  of  moving  units  to  gain  something  other  than  an 
advantage  In  firepower  over  an  enemy.  That  Is,  the  doctrine  stressed  the 
physical  destruction  of  the  enemy's  soldiers  and  equipment  to  destroy  hla 
will  to  fight,  not  the  movement  of  a  unit  so  it  could  have  a  decided 
advantage  over  the  enemy  and  weaken  the  morale  and  cohesion  of  his 
units  They  often  used  the  word  * maneuver "  to  indicate  the  ensemble  of 
actions  by  a  unit  in  a  specific  period  or  to  outline  the  scheme  for  the 
employment  of  an  entire  force  even  if  it  did  not  necessarily  require  the 
movement  of  units.  This  limited  view  of  maneuver  dominated  their 
doctrine.  At  the  same  time,  the  French  foresaw  little  or  no  possibility 
for  large  mobile  operations .  considering  the  bulky  and  unwieldly  nature 
of  huge  supply  columns ,  they  believed  large  units,  especially  mechanized 
ones  which  required  vast  amounts  of  supplies,  would  have  their  mobility 
constrained  by  the  tether  of  their  long  and  vulnerable  supply  lines. 
From  their  perspective ,  the  French  saw  the  task  of  gaining  superior 
firepower  as  being  far  more  Important  than  acquiring  greater  mobility  or 
preparing  to  counter  a  more  mobile  opponent . 

The  primary  exception  to  the  emphasis  on  firepower  occurred  with 
the  development  of  motorized  units .  By  September  1939 ,  France  led  the 
world  with  this  type  of  unit,  and  in  Hay  1940  she  had  seven  motorized 
Infantry  divisions .  But  she  did  not  Intend  to  use  them  In  a  mobi  le 
battle,  Bather ,  she  believed  she  had  io  motorize  large  segments  of  her 
army  to  enable  them  to  rush  as  fai  forward  into  Belgium  as  possible 
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before  the  arrival  of  the  Germans,  once  in  Belgium ,  the  motorized  troops 
would  dismount  and  then  would  fight  as  any  other  infantry  unit.  For  that 
reason,  the  Increases  in  motorization  added  to  her  ability  to  defend 
forward  but  did  little  for  Improving  her  chances  of  responding 
successfully  to  a  mechanized  attack. 

The  development  and  improvement  of  the  tank  did  not  dramatically 
alter  the  French  perception  of  maneuver;  the  new  weapon  systems  were 
simply  integrated  within  and  made  a  part  of  the  methodical  battle,  The 
most  Important  contribution  of  the  tank,  according  to  the  French,  was  to 
accompany  the  infantry,  and  the  military  hierarchy  carefully  tailored 
armored  forces  to  the  mission  of  supporting  the  Infantry  at  various 
echelons.  At  the  lowest  levels ,  individual  tanks  accompanied  the 
Infantry  as  they  fought  forward  or  defended .  To  accomplish  this  mission, 
tank  battalions  supported  regiments  or  divisions,  and  their  armored 
vehicles  were  dispersed  throughout,  the  Infantry  formations.  At  the 
Intermediate  level,  the  French  formed  tanks  for  a  mass  maneuver,  or  chars 
de  manoeuvre  ensemble.  Groups  of  tank  battalions  would  be  brought 
together  on  an  ad  hoc  basis  to  form  a  leading  wave  of  tanks  In  front  of 
the  following  infantry  and  their  accompanying  tanks.  Within  the  corps 
and  division ,  no  specific  commander  of  tanks  was  designated ■  only  at  the 

army  level  was  a  general  officer  designated  as  the  commander  of  tanks  In 
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that  army.  The  French  saw  little  need  for  highly  trained  and 

experienced  armor  commanders  and  staffs  at  these  levels,  since  the 
armored  units  would  simply  function  under  the  tight  control  of  a 
higher-unit  commander. 

Because  of  their  limited  appreciation  of  the  tank,  the  French  did 
not  form  their  first  two  armored  divisions  until  January  and  their  third 
in  March  1940;  the  fourth  division ,  under  the  command  of  de  Gaulle,  was 
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not  formed  until  after  the  fighting  began.  Although  the  subject  of 
forming  armored  divisions  had  been  debated  in  the  High  Command  for  y ears, 
the  French  leadership  did  not  press  for  their  formation  until  after  the 
Germans  had  demonstrated  their  potential  in  P  Ian  Even  then ,  the 

French  did  not  foresee  grand  sweeping  operations  from  their  armored 
forces ;  rather,  they  carefully  enclosed  the  new  formations  within  the  old 
doctrine  and  treated  the  divisions  as  units  for  accompanying  the  maneuver 
of  corps  and  army-sized  units.  The  new  advances  in  weaponry,  in  their 
view,  had  made  warfare  more  deadly  and  more  expensive,  but  had  not 
changed  the  fundamental  verities  of  combat.  Armored  doctrine  stressed 
the  need  for  successive  efforts,  separated  by  approximately  1,500  meters, 
and  for  continuous  support  -  particularly  against  antitank  weapons 
from  the  artillery.  The  methodical  battle  remained  supreme,  even  for  the 
several  hundred  tanks  in  the  armored  divisions . 

Only  the  light  mechanized  divisions  escaped  the  deadening  influence 
of  the  methodical  doctrine,  but  these  mechanized  cavalry  divisions  were 
not  Intended  to  be  used  as  Infantry  and  armored  divisions  might  be 
employed.  The  light  mechanized  divisions  could  accomplish  the 
traditional  missions  of  the  cavalry ,  such  as  providing  security  for  the 
French  forces  as  they  rolled  forward  into  Belgium .  According  to  the 

doctrine,  they  would  be  used  to  attack  strongly  defended  positions  only 
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in  the  most  extreme  circumstances.  Hence,  their  employment  did  not 
require  Intricate  coordination  between  artillery  and  cavalry  units. 
Although  they  fought  well  in  1940,  these  divisions  might  have  been  more 
useful  as  a  counter-attack  force  against  the  German  breakout  at  Sedan 
than  as  a  covering  force  in  Belgium. 

Within  their  doctrine,  however,  the  French  foresaw  little  chance  of 
an  attacking  force  breaking  completely  through  a  defender' s  lines.  The 
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breakthrough  was  not  Impossible ,  but  Jt  was  an  extremely  difficult 
operation.  The  French  assumed  that  once  a  defender's  front  was  broken , 
he  could  reestablish  positions  to  the  rear ,  which  could  be  taken  only 
after  the  employment  of  large  and  powerful  forces.  While  an  attacker 
might  theoretically  achieve  a  breakthrough ,  the  defender  would  be  able  to 
establish  subsequent  defensive  positions  rapidly  and  " solder "  together 
the  broken  pieces  of  the  front.  This  was  not  simply  a  process  of 
reinforcement  but  was  one  of  "sedimentation"  In  which  the  defenders 
augmented  the  depth  of  a  position  of  resistance  and  reestablished  the 
continuity  and  depth  of  the  front.  The  French  had  been  able  to 
reconstitute  their  defensive  front  In  1918 ,  and  there  was  2itt2e  reason 
to  expect  they  would  not  be  able  to  do  it  again  In  the  future.  In  their 

view,  the  German  failure  in  the  spring  of  1918  clearly  demonstrated  the 
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"Inherent  weaknesses"  In  any  attempted  breakthroughs.  Despite  their 
considerable  analysis  of  the  problem,  the  French  failed  to  recognize  that 
an  armored  force  might  be  able  to  rush  through  an  enemy's  defenses  before 
he  could  establish  subsequent  defensive  positions.  Their  focus  upon 
firepower,  rather  than  firepower  and  mobility,  prevented  them  from 
understanding  that  their  perception  of  the  breakthrough  had  been  made 
obsolete  by  new  technological  advances. 

Emphasis  on  the  methodical  battle  also  resulted  In  a  dangerous 
degree  of  rigidity  within  the  French  system  for  command  and  control,  for 
centralization  became  the  primary  concern  of  higher  commanders , 
especially  as  they  considered  how  to  direct  the  methodical  battle.  The 
French  believed  the  locus  of  declslon-maklng  had  to  remain  at  the  higher 
level ,  because  a  higher  commander  had  to  have  greater  control  of 
coordinating  t  hr  actions  of  numerous  subordinate  units.  The  army's 
doctrinal  and  organizational  system  stressed  the  power  and  authority  of 
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army-group ,  army,  and  corps  commanders  and  left  little  flexibility  or 
room  for  Initiative  to  lower  level  commanders.  Each  lower  level  had  less 
room  for  maneuver  than  the  level  Immediately  above  it.  The  entire  system 
was  designed  to  be  propelled  forward  by  pressure  from  above ,  rather  than 
being  pulled  from  below.  In  contrast  to  a  decentralized  battle  In  which 
officers  were  expected  to  show  Initiative  and  flexibility,  the  French 
preferred  rigid  centralization  and  strict  obedience .  Unfortunately,  this 
resuited  in  a  fatal  flaw ,  the  French  military  establishment  could  not 
respond  flexibly  to  unanticipated  demands  and  could  hardly  capitalize 
upon  an  important  gain  made  by  a  lower  level  unit. 

In  addition  to  the  constraints  imposed  by  the  doctrine  for  the 
methodical  attack,  the  French  organized  their  command  and  control  In  such 
a  fashion  as  to  limit  their  flexibility  even  more.  Armies,  per  se,  did 
not  exist  In  peacetime,  and  higher  level  staffs  had  little  or  no 
opportunity  to  develop  fundamental  skills,  other  than  through  simulation 
exercises.  At  the  highest  ieveis  General  Gamelln,  though  he  was  the 
announced  leader  In  the  event  of  war,  did  not  actually  command  the  French 
forces  In  peacetime  and  had  no  opportunity  to  develop  a  functioning  chain 
of  command.  While  the  eight  months  of  the  " Phoney  War“  gave  the  French 
an  opportunity  to  train  their  higher  level  staffs,  the  deficiencies 
stemming  from  two  decades  of  Inactivity  could  not  he  overcome  easily. 
More  Importantly,  the  French  saw  no  need  between  September  1939  ‘and  Hay 
1940  to  reject  the  methods  developed  since  World  War  I.  Consequently , 
the  skills  they  honed  and  polished  supported  their  methodical  doctrine 
and  had  little  to  do  with  a  much  more  mobile  approach. 

The  best  example  of  the  Inadequate  preparation  of  the  French  for 
mobile  warfare  occurs  In  the  area  of  communications.  The  military 
leadership  placed  little  or  no  stress  on  having  highly  effective  and 
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Instantly  available  communications .  Since  they  expected  step-by-step, 

controlled  battles,  they  did  not  aggressively  seek  to  establish  a 

flexible  communications  network.  The  ex  treinely  low  priority  for 

communications  perhaps  is  best  reflected  In  the  French  having  spent  only 

0.1SX  of  Its  entire  military  budget  for  the  purchase  of  communications 

equipment  from  1923  to  1939.  And  expenditures  for  research  and 
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development  never  exceeded  15X  of  the  measly  sum  spent  on  equipment . 

Because  of  the  anticipated  slow  pace  of  bat  tie,  commanders  would 

supposed iu  have  sufficient  time  to  rely  upon  the  relatively  rudimentary 

communications  provided  them.  In  1939-1940  Gamelln  had  nothing  more  than 

a  telephone  and  an  occasional  courier  fur  communicating  with  his 
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subordinate  commanders.  Communications  for  subordinate  units 

functioned  as  long  as  they  were  stationary,  but  when  they  moved,  the 
effectiveness  of  the  French  command  and  controi  network  deteriorated 
dramatically ,  Belying  upon  centralization  and  a  relatively  static 

communications  system,  the  French  found  themselves  unable  to  react  or 
regain  the  Initiative  once  the  Germans  forced  their  unwieldy  headquarters 
to  move  and  severed  their  lines  of  communications .  Beyond  a  doubt,  the 
absence  of  flexibility  throughout  the  army  and  the  weakness  of 
communications  prevented  the  French  from  responding  effectively  to  the 

unexpected.  But  the  root  cause  of  che  failure  was  a  rejection  of  the 

need  for  rapid  response,  not  an  Inability  to  develop  and  obtain  the  means 
of  communication . 

As  its  command  and  control  system  became  more  rigid,  especially  In 
comparison  to  Its  future  opponent ,  the  French  military  committed  Itself 
to  a  strategy  of  forward  defense  In  Belgium  that  gave  It  little  or  no 
room  for  replying  to  an  unexpected  maneuver  by  the  Germans.  The  High 
Command  doggedly  determined  to  rush  forward  Into  Belgium,  while  leaving 
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minimum  forces  against  the  Ardennes ,  and  while  holding  the  northern 
frontier  with  the  Haglnot  Line.  That  strategy  left  them  extremely 
vulnerable  to  the  si eight -of -hand  maneuver  the  Germans  actually  used  in 
1940  —  holding  the  French  attention  with  an  attack  in  Belgium  while 
pushing  large  forces  through  the  vulnerable  center.  Ironically ,  the 
French  had  discounted  the  need  for  flexibility  so  much  that  its  absence 
became  their  greatest  weakness.  Officers  who  had  been  trained  to  think 
In  methodical  terms  could  not  overturn  their  slow-thinking  habits,  even 
when  the  Germans  had  demonstrated  a  far  different  approach. 

FrMce's  doctrine  thus  ruled  her  choices  of  technology  and  her 

design  of  organizations .  For  example,  the  French  preferred  for  their 
inf antry -accompanying  tanks  to  be  so  slow  that  they  would  not  outrun  the 
infantry,  similarly,  they  saw  no  need  to  upgrade  their  aftlllery  and  to 
make  the  longer  range  105mm  howitzer,  rather  than  the  75 mm  gun,  the 

standard  artillery  piece.  While  economic  considerations  affected  her 

decision,  few  officers  believed  the  75 mm  gun  Wds  inadequate  far  the 
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methodical  battle.  Instead  of  altering  time  tested  and  proven 

methods  with  new  technologies ,  France  absorbed  the  new  equipment  into  the 
old  approaches  and  failed  to  modernize  her  forces  as  much  as  was  possible 
or  necessary . 

Finally,  the  French  intelligence  network  failed  abysmally  during 
some  of  France's  most  difficult  moments.  Intelligence  officers  routinely 
over-estimated  the  size  and  quality  of  the  German  forces.  They  tended 
to  view  their  potential  enemy  as  a  mirror  of  themselves ,  rather  than  as  a 
separate  entity  with  its  own  distinct  traditions  and  methods.  Throughout 
the  lnterwar  period ,  for  example,  they  perceived  very  little  potential 
for  the  infiltration  tactics  introduced  by  the  Germans  in  1917.  Since 
the  French  believed  they  could  not  rapidly  break  through  enemy  defenses, 
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they  also  did  not  believe  any  enemy  could  break  through  their  defensive 
positions.  During  the  crisis  of  1936,  they  greatly  over-estimated  the 
size  of  the  units  moving  Into  the  Rhineland  and  in  April  1940  may  have 
first  learned  of  the  German  move  to  Norway  by  reading  a  dispatch  from 
Reuters,  the  British  news  agency.  An  error  of  greater  effect  oacured  in 
Hay  1940  when  they  paid  scant  attention  to  early  indications  of  the 
Germans  moving  through  the  Ardennes.  Even  If  the  French  Intelligence  had 
been  more  effective  the  results  may  have  been  the  same:  French  leaders 
Ignored  warnings  of  large  forces  being  in  the  Ardennes  until  it  was  too 
late  to  react  successfully.  Having  convinced  themselves  that  the  Germans 
had  to  come  through  Belgium,  they  focused  on  intelligence  supporting 

their  preconceived  conclusions ,  Instead  of  viewing  all  evidence  In  a 
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dispassionate  and  objective  manner.  As  with  the  doctrine  of  the 
methodical  battle,  the  French  closed  their  minds  to  Information  contrary 
to  the  accepted  belief. 

In  the  final  analysis,  the  military's  operational  concepts  seem  to 
have  been  consistent  with  the  strategic  objectives .  France  desired  to 
defend  herself  Initially  and  then  to  attack.  Her  forces  were  organized , 
equipped,  and  trained  to  do  this.  The  dissenting  question  Is  whether  she 
may  have  been  more  successful  had  she  prepared  to  fight  a  mobile  war 
rather  than  a  relatively  static  one.  In  that  sense,  the  strategic 
objective  of  defending  France  against  a  German  attack  was  poorly 
supported  by  operational  concepts  that  had  failed  to  Incorporate  more 
modern  techniques  available  to  France.  The  French  recognized  that  the 
Germans  would  have  the  initiative  In  the  event  of  an  invasion,  since  they 
could  choose  the  time  and  place  of  attack.  Notwithstanding  this 
advantage ,  the  French  believed  their  organization  of  the  frontiers  and 
their  strategy  would  compel  the  Germans  to  r^act  In  a  predictable 
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fashion.  Needless  to  say,  they  did  not,  and  France  collapsed 
dramatically .  In  fact,  the  Germans  had  placed  their  strength  against  the 
weakened  French  areas  and  punched  large  holes  through  the  French  lines. 
Similarly,  the  French  had  thought  they  could  force  the  Germans  to  fight 
their  style  of  warfare,  but  found  instead  that  they  could  not  compete 
with  the  more  rapid  and  flexible  Germans.  By  committing  themselves 
doctrinally,  strategically ,  and  operationally  to  a  single  course  of 
action,  they  torpedoed  their  ability  to  respond  to  the  unexpected. 
Doctrinal  and  operational  inadequacies  had  compounded  the  effect  of 
strategic  errors. 
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As  with  operational  concepts ,  French  tactical  concepts  were 

consistent  with  the  strategic  objectives.  France  prepared  her  forces  to 
defend  and  then  to  assume  the  offensive ,  and  her  tactical  doctrine  rested 
upon  her  belief  In  the  deadliness  of  firepower ,  the  strength  of  the 
defense ,  the  advantages  of  the  methodical  battle,  and  the  necessity  of 
centralized  control .  These  beliefs  seduced  her  Into  initially  preparing 
for  a  tightly  controlled  defense  In  which  there  was  little  room  for 
maneuver,  for  rapid  response ,  or  for  Individual  Initiative.  In  1940, 

however,  the  pace  of  the  battle  was  set  by  Germany's  tanks  and  dive 

bombers,  not  by  France's  artillery  and  Infantry,  and  consequently  her 
forces  failed  miserably  at  the  tactical  level .  The  failure,  however,  did 
not  come  from  a  wide-spread  unwillingness  to  fight,  for  many  French 
soldiers  died  performing  their  duty.  Instead,  the  failure  came  from  the 
forces  being  Inadequately  prepared  for  the  type  of  combat  they 

encountered ,  When  the  French  encountered  the  more  mobile  Germans,  their 
tactical  formations  collapsed  miserably  and  could  not  generate  a  coherent 
and  sustained  response.  The  swift  German  columns  cut  the  clumsy  French 
units  to  pieces.  Just  as  other  impotent  armies  have  discovered  In  the 
past,  the  French  discovered  that  courage  cannot  make  up  for  doctrinal, 
organizational ,  and  materiel  deficiencies . 

A  major  falling  of  the  French  at  the  tactical  level  concerned  their 
perception  of  the  methodical  battle;  they  prepared  themselves  to  fight  on 
a  battlefield  where  their  artillery  provided  the  momentum  and  the  rhythm 
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for  their  attack.  When  an  attack  began ,  according  to  French  doctrine, 
the  Infantry  advanced  1,000  to  2,000  meters  before  halting  In  order  to 
readjust  tho  artillery  fire.  The  attack  again  commenced,  and  after 
advancing  1,000  to  2,000  meters,  another  readjustment  of  fire  was 
necessary.  To  control  the  advance  of  the  infantry  and  to  ensure 
artillery  support ,  a  number  of  intermediate  objectives  were  established 
which  corresponded  to  these  advances  of  one  to  two  kilometers,  After  a 
total  advance  of  the  Infantry  of  about  4,000  to  5 ,000  meters,  a 
displacement  of  the  artillery  was  required.  This  displacement  ensured 
that  the  Infantry  remained  under  the  cover  of  the  artillery  and  did  not 
go  beyond  its  maximum  range,  For  control  purposes,  the  maximum  advance 
was  sometimes  limited  to  3,000  to  4,000  meters  before  the  artillery  began 
Its  displacement  by  Increments .  One  rule  of  thumb  was  given  by  an 
Instructor  at  the  French  War  College  when  he  stated  the  distance  of  the 
advance  ought  to  be  half  the  maximum  range  of  the  artillery  supporting 
the  attack,  in  any  case,  the  French  believed  the  Infantry  had  to  remain 
under  the  umbrella  of  artillery  protection,  and  only  tho  methodical 

battle  could  ensure  the  nutxlmum  possible  coordination  and  integration  of 
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the  artillery  and  the  Infantry. 

Having  prepared  themselves  to  fight  in  this  manner,  the  French 
failed  to  prepare  themselves  for  anything  dramatically  different.  For 
example ,  their  doctrine  for  halting  an  armor  attack  resembled  their 
doctrine  for  halting  an  infantry  attack.  In  fact,  when  they  had  devised 
their  antitank  doctrine,  their  basic  assumption  had  been  that  a  tank 
attack  represented  notJiimj  more  than  an  intensification  of  an  Infantry 
attack.  Hence ,  their  antitank  tactics  were  a  variant  of  their  flexible 
or  elastic  defense  which  had  been  created  In  World  War  I.  In  this 
defensive  operation ,  as  It  was  conducted  by  a  division,  an  attacking 
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enemy  first  encountered  an  advance  post  line  and  then  a  principal  line  of 

resistance  which  relied  upon  the  use  of  strong  points,  The  utilization 

of  strong  points  facilitated  control  of  antitank  fire  and  permitted  a 

concentration  of  fire  on  particularly  dangerous  threats .  The  strong 

points  preferably  overlooked  major  avenues  of  approach  for  enemy  armored 

columns  and ,  Ideally,  were  to  be  mutuaiJy  supporting .  Their  use  was 
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particularly  strongly  emphasized  in  the  1938  infantry  regulations , 

If  an  enemy  managed  to  pass  through  the  principal  line  of  resistance ,  he 
encountered  a  series  of  interior  strong  points  and  finally  would  be 
halted  by  what  the  French  called  the  " stopping  line,"  Antitank  fire 
forward  of  this  line  protected  a  division's  artillery ,  command  posts,  and 
lines  of  communication .  But  the  combination  of  the  stopping  line  and  the 
other  defensive  lines  would  halt  an  armor  attack  much  as  an  arresting 
cable  halts  a  landing  aircraft. 

These  tactics  may  have  been  successful  If  the  french  had  accepted 

the  possibility  of  large  masses  of  tanks  being  concentrated  along  a 

narrow  portion  of  a  front  and  If  they  had  acted  to  Increase  the  number  of 

antitank  weapons  in  their  divisions.  However,  the  entire  French  doctrine 

rested  upon  the  assumption  that  no  more  than  50  enemy  tanks  would  be 

concentrated  along  a  front  of  one  kilometer  in  a  major  attack.  Based  an 

this  assumption ,  the  French  concluded  that,  the  proper  density  of  antitank 

guns  should  be  one  gun  for  each  100  meters ,  or  10  per  kilometer ,  These 

guns  would ,  of  course,  be  arranged  In  depth  and  not  stretched  In  a  single 
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line  across  a  kilometer.  Since  the  standard  Issue  of  .antitank  guns 
was  58  per  division  (and  some  divisions  had  less  in  1940),  a  division 
defending  along  a  front  of  10  kilometers ,  which  was  the  standard 

frontage,  could  concentrate  its  weapons  only  along  a  portion  of  the 
front .  Consequently,  the  conduct  of  a  successful  defense  by  a  division 
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depended  upon  the  ability  of  the  commander  to  determine  exactly  where  an 
enemy  force  might  concentrate  its  attack.  Clearly,  In  French  doctrine , 
little  or  no  margin  existed  for  error ,  and  little  or  no  allowance  waa 
made  for  an  enemy  probing  and  finding  the  weak  points  In  a  defense.  The 
French  expected  the  enemy  to  * bull "  his  way  forward  and  to  use  very 
little  of  his  mobility  In  the  actual  fighting. 

Perhaps  even  worse ,  the  French  misunderstood  the  potential  depth  of 
a  modern  armored  attack.  They  never  envisaged  a  deep  defensive  zone  such 
as  the  one  before  the  Kursk  salient  on  the  eastern  front  In  July  1943 
where  Russian  fortifications  extended  for  a  hundred  miles.  If  a  French 
division  defended  In  a  depth  of  five  kilometers ,  very  few  defenses 
usually  existed  behind  It,  Although  secondary  positions  were  partially 
prepared  along  the  northeast  front,  few  officers  saw  the  need  for 
additional  depth.  If  the  unspeakable  happened  and  the  Germans  did  manage 
to  break  through,  the  French  believed  they  could  close  the  rupture  by 
moving  units  laterally  Into  the  threatened  zone.  In  sum,  the  failure  was 
primarily  one  of  conception;  they  did  not  believe  the  Germans  could 
attack  as  swiftly  and  as  deeply  as  they  did  in  May  1940, 

If  the  failure  to  defend  successfully  against  the  German  tanks  was 
one  of  conception,  that  failure  did  not  originate  in  the  violation  of 
numerous  fundamental  tactical  principles .  For  example,  the  need  for 
combined  arms  was  accepted  almost  as  Intensely  as  a  matter  of  religious 
faith.  Above  all  else ,  their  doctrine  emphasized  the  complete 
Integration  of  all  arms.  Unfortunately,  to  them  this  meant  that  all 
weapons  functioned  to  support  the  infantry.  Even  though  the  artillery 
established  the  rhythm  of  the  battle,  it  too  functioned  solely  to  servo 
the  infantry.  There  was  little  or  no  notion  of  combining  the  arms  in  a 
fashion  to  enable  the  strengths  of  one  to  compensate  for  the  weaknesses 
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of  another,  or  of  over- turning  the  Infantry's  dominance.  Nevertheless , 
the  French  frequently  emphasized  the  importance  of  combined  arms  and 
always  considered  other  factors  such  as  mission ,  enemy ,  terrain,  weather , 
and  the  qualities  and  training  of  the  troops  available.  In  terms  of 
emphasis  on  combined  arms ,  their  failure  was  not  so  much  one  of  concept 
as  it  was  one  of  execution. 

Similarly,,  the  French  believed  the  combining  of  infantry, 

artillery ,  and  armor  on  the  battlefield  was  an  absolute  necessity  but 

that  it  also  required  extremely  rigorous  control  measures.  As  an 

example ,  the  1938  Infantry  regulations  focused  primariJy  upon  movement  by 

successive  phases  closely  supported  by  artillery  fire.  The  regulations 

explained  that  each  successive  step  of  the  commander's  planned  maneuver 

had  to  be  coordinated  with  supporting  fire,  in  its  general  discussion  of 

an  attack,  the  regulations  emphasized  three  major  points t  " the  attack  of 

the  first  objective " the  consolidation  and  occupation  of  conquered 

terrain;"  and  "the  attack  of  subsequent  objectives."  The  attack  on  a 

second  objective,  however,  could  commence  only  at:  a  time  fixed  in  advance 

or  by  a  special  signal  from  higher  headquarters.  The  regulations 

explained  that,  regimental  and  battalion  commanders  should  stipulate 

“momentary  halts “  for  the  units  under  their  control  after  the  execution 

of  certain  bounds.  They  added  that  these  commanders  should  "regulate  the 

resumption  of  movement  after  each  of  the  halts  In  such  a  manner  as  to 

maintain  their  attack  In  the  rhythm  fixed  2>y  the  General  commanding  the 
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division."  Such  controls  were  essentiai  if  the  Infantry  and 

artillery  were  to  operate  together,  and  In  the  French  view  the  addition 
of  tanks  only  Increased  that  need  for  control. 

As  the  French  stressed  r.he  need  for  centralized  control ,  they  did 
not  formally  reject  the  goal  of  rapid  exploitation  of  opportunities . 


Yet,  their  doctrine  and  practices  worked  against  the  possibility  of  rapid 
exploitation.  Since  they  preferred  to  have  the  pace  of  the  battle 
established  by  higher  headquarters ,  they  placed  less  emphasis  on  tactical 
success  than  on  operational  or  strategic  success.  In  some  Instances, 
tactical  success  might  be  restrained  if  it  interfered  with  or  disrupted 
an  ongoing  operational  or  strategic  endeavor.  This  approach  contributed 
to  their  interpretation  and  rejection  of  German  infiltration  tactics. 
The  essence  of  these  new  tactics,  which  were  created  in  1917,  was  rapid 
advancement  and  infiltration  by  small  Infantry  groups.  Operating  closely 
with  artillery  support  and  carrying  light  and  mobile  weapons,  the 
attacking  Infantry  groups  bypassed  enemy  resistance  and  struck  deeply 
into  an  enemy's  rear.  Succeeding  waves  of  infantry  cleared  out  the 
remaining  enemy,  and  thus  the  small  units  making  the  initial  attacks  set 

the  pace  of  movement  and  greatly  influenced  the  overall  success  of  the 

attack,  But  the  French  saw  no  advantage  In  such  an  arrangement. 

Although  French  regulations  described  the  use  of  infiltration  in 
the  attack,  they  did  not  call  for  driving  deeply  into  an  enemy’s 
defenses.  The  French  preferred  to  concentrate  on  moving  to  place  fire , 
rather  than  movlnn  to  bypass.  The  January  1939  manual  entitled 

Peculations  for  Rifle  Units  explained  that  the  smallest  infantry  unit 
capable  of  maneuver  was  the  rifle  platoon  and  Chat  maneuvers  should 

always  be  “simple,"  A  squad  Would  never  try  to  maneuver  by  using  a  few 
of  its  men  to  provide  a  base  of  fire  while  the  remainder  moved  forward. 
According  to  the  manual ,  when  a  platoon  encountered  fire  from  an  enemy 
position,  it  should  try  with  its  squad  *-o  outflank  this  resistance  rather 
than  make  a  direct  assault.  While  one  squad  placed  fire  on  this  point, 
the  rest  of  the  platoon  would  use  favorable  paths  of  approach  toward  it, 
move  to  its  flanks,  and  then  place  oblique  fire  upon  it.  From  the  French 
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perspective ,  the  movement  around  the  flanks  of  an  enemy  utilized  an 
infiltration  maneuver.  The  idea  was  not  to  race  past  the  enemy 
resistance  but  to  destroy  the  enemy  and  then  move  on  toward  the  company 
objective.  The  same  technique  could  be  used  by  a  company  with  one 
platoon  providing  fire  support ,  while  the  other  platoons  maneuvered 
around  the  enemy.  The  platoons  might  also  move  by  bounds.  After 
reaching  the  company  objective ,  the  company  would  halt ,  and  the  commander 
would  Issue  a  verbal  order  to  his  platoon  leaders  describing  how  the  next 
objective  would  be  attacked.  The  company  would  thus  utilize  a  succession 
of  efforts  and  a  succession  of  attacks  until  It  reached  the  battalion's 

U.  fc4  52 

objective. 

Although  the  French  did  understand  the  importance  of  .loving  around 
the  flanks  of  enemy  resistance,  they  had  little  or  no  understanding  of 
how  the  Germans  bad  used  Infiltration  tactics  successfully  against  them 
in  1918.  And  they  had  little  confidence  in  the  possibility  of  important' 
strategic  successes  beginning  with  the  cxplol tatlon  of  an  opportunity  at 
the  tactical  level.  Hence,  the  French  military  placed  a  very  small 
premium  on  surprise  and  Initiative  at  the  lowest  echelons  and  on  the 
possibility  of  reinforcing  success  Because  of  their  emphasis  on  the 
methodical  battle  and  centralized  control ,  there  was  little  or  no  room 
within  their  tactical  system  for  audacious  strokes. 

Training  considerations  also  affected  the  French  preference  for  a 
oarefuJ  met  idleal  approach,  even  though  the  French  military' s  training 
was  completely  consistent  with  its  t  leal  system.  The  main  problem 
with  training  in  the  Frem  Army  concern*,  i  the  amount  of  time  actually 
spent  on  training  soldiers .  During  the  period  of  one  year  service, 
conscripts  usually  spent  six  months  training  and  then  six  months  In  a 
unit,  While  they  may  have  acquired  some  of  the  necessary  skills,  they 
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could  not  have  acquired  all  the  necessary  ones.  Even  during  the  period 
of  two-years  service ,  the  military  hierarchy  believed  that  the  reserve 
officers  and  noncommissioned  officers  ---  who  would  comprise  8SX  of  the 
leadership  corps  upon  mobilization  —  would  have  very  little  experience 
and  would  not  be  highly  trained  if  they  were  called  to  active  duty  in  a 
crisis.  The  High  Command  attempted  to  overcome  the  weakness  In  training 
by  having  official  regulations  rigorously  prescribe  the  subjects  and 
sequence  of  training.  The  army's  regulations  and  manuals  carefully 

concentrated  on  preparing  soldiers  and  officers  to  perform  the  tasks 
associated  with  their  wartime  positions.  For  example ,  the  army's  manuals 
that  prescribed  new  tactical  doctrine  always  addressed  the  training  of 
soldiers  in  that  same  volume  or  in  a  separate  hut  connected  volume. 
While  the  French  may  bo  accused  of  too  much  detail ,  they  certainly  cannot 
be  accused  of  allowing  a  gap  to  exist  between  doctrine  and  training ,  at 
least  as  it  was  expressed  in  the  manuals  and  taught  in  the  various 

military  schools 

The  High  Command  also  tried  to  overcome  weaknesses  In  training  by 

improving  the  system  for  training  the  reserves.  By  virtue  of  the 

1927-1928  laws,  Che  French  created  mobilization  centers  to  which 

reservists  would  report  in  the  event  of  mobilization .  Although  these 

centers  functioned  as  training  camps  and  depots,  a  reservist  reported  to 

a  mobilization  center  for  his  periodic  training  session  but  then  was 

placed  in  a  nearby  regiment  for  training  in  his  specialty.  Should  the 

reservist  be  an  officer,  the  troops  he  wouid  command  might  be  of  the  same 

regiment  if  general  mobilization  occurred,  but  no  system  existed  Co 

5  4 

ensure  o„  leers  and  men  always  served  with  their  wartime  units.  In 
the  late  19303  the  High  Command  Increased  the  amount  of  training  time  for 
the  reservists .  whereas  only  one  9 class”  (members  of  the  reserves  who 
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had  been  conscripted  in  a  particular  year)  had  previously  attended  annual 
training ,  by  1937  three  " classes “  attended  each  year.  By  the  eve  of  the 
war ,  reserve  officers  were  required  to  spend  twenty-one  days  in  training 
every  two  years. 

Even  during  the  depths  of  the  depression ,  the  French  continued 

training  exercises  for  the  reserves ;  the  only  constraint  was  the 

curtailing  in  1932  and  1933  of  the  annual  fall  maneuvers  for  active 

units.  In  subsequent  years  the  army  returned  to  conducting  large  scale 

maneuvers  in  which  several  divisions  participated .  Only  the  several 

Crises  on  the  eve  of  World  War  II  interrupted  them.  From  1932  until 

1939,  the  credits  for  reserve  training  voted  by  the  National  Assembly 

averaged  07X  of  the  credits  requested  by  the  war  ministry,  while  those 

for  training  of  the  active  army  averaged  93X  of  those  requested  by  the 
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war  ministry.  Although  the  General  Staff  could  have  been  requesting 
credits  that  it  thought  the  National  Assembly  might  approve ,  there  seem 
to  have  been  no  demands  for  greater  sums  for  training,  and  the  relatively 
minor  reductions  Imposed  by  the  National  Assembly  could  not  have 
seriously  disrupted  training  programs  desired  by  the  military  hierarchy. 
One  can  only  conclude  that  adequate  opportunities  and  resources,  as 
deemed  necessary  by  the  High  Command,  existed  for  training. 

Although  the  quality  of  training  and  thus  readiness  of  the  reserves 
undoubtedly  Improved  in  the  late  1930s ,  no  progress  was  made  in  creating 
cohesive,  solid  units  in  which  the  soldiers  and  officers  were  accustomed 
to  working  together.  Since  training  at  the  mobilization  centers  did  not 
normally  include  the  active  duty  contingent  and  only  a  few  of  the  reserve 
classes,  complete  units  were  never  present  at  one  time.  In  the  event  of 
a  sudden  mobilization ,  even  the  active  units  wouid  have  lacked  cohesion , 


since  each  would  have  been  broken  apart  to  create  two  additional  units. 
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Highly  trained  and  cohesive  units  ready  to  fight  Immediately  simply  did 

not  exist  when  the  French  Army  mobilized  for  war .  while  Individual 

skills  may  have  been  appropriately  developed ,  unit  skills  and  cohesion 

undoubtedly  had  not.  The  French  military  hierarchy  recognized  this 

problem  and  used  It  as  another  reason  for  avoiding  an  offense  at  the 
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beginning  of  the  war  or  for  running  the  risk  of  an  encounter  battle. 
After  the  units  became  more  cohesive  and  seasoned,  the  High  Command 
believed  they  would  be  capable  of  more  challenging  and  complex  missions. 

Despite  the  dismal  events  of  May -June  1940,  it  is  Important  to 
recognize  that  the  French  had  eight  and  one -half  months  to  Improve  the 
training  of  their  units  from  the  time  of  mobilization  until  the  time  of 
the  German  attack.  While  some  units  made  good  use  oi  this  time,  others 
did  not i  All  in  all,  the  capabilities  and  skills  of  the  units  that 
fought  in  May  were  not  significantly  better  than  when  France  had 
mobilized.  More  Importantly,  the  military  hierarchy  did  not  attempt  to 
use  the  additional  time  to  develop  new  operational  skills  and  thus  to 

reach  outside  the  doctrinal  constraints  Imposed  by  emphasis  on  the 

methodical  battle  and  centralization .  Sven  with  the  relatively  long 
preparation  period,  military  leaders  did  not  change  their  thinking  about 
the  necessity  for  the  methodical  battle  or  about  the  need  for  greater 
flexibility.  The  practices  of  two  decades  could  not  be  easily 

overturned.  Thus,  France  went  Into  battle  In  1940  with  greater 
preparation  time  than  she  had  anticipated,  but  she  fought  Just  as  If  she 
had  had  little  or  no  time  to  prepare  after  mobilization .  As  in  the 

peacetime  years,  the  military  hierarchy  saw  no  need  to  develop  new 
methods  or  approaches , 

Having  examined  numerous  alternatives,  the  military  remained 


reasonably  satisfied  with  the  organizations  and  doctrine  It  had  created. 
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Although  lingering  doubts  remained  about  the  reservists ,  French  methods 
had  been  modified  to  take  the  weaknesses  of  the  reservists  into  account 
and  to  capitalize  upon  the  advantages  of  firepower  and  the  methodical 
battle.  But  these  methods  were  also  extremely  clumsy.  In  a  real  sense, 
their  complexity  ensured  that  any  concept  arguing  for  rapid  breakthroughs 
and  long-range  exploitation  could  easily  be  dismissed  as  fanciful 
thinking,  and  the  doctrine's  emphasis  on  fire  and  the  methodical  battle 
could  only  serve  to  suppress  innovative  ideas  in  the  French  Army  about 
maneuver.  Similarly,  the  battle  of  1940  demonstrated  all  too  painfully 
that  such  techniques  could  not  be  employed  on  a  highly  mobile  battlefield 
where  the  situation  rapidly  changed  in  a  fluid  environment. 


Paring  the  Interwar  period ,  the  French  had  carefully  considered 
their  options  and  paid  close  attention  to  the  tactics,  organisation , 
equipment,  and  training  of  their  forces .  ay  1939  France  was  prepared  to 
go  to  war  with  a  system  that  was  supremely  logical  and  closely 
coordinated.  That  system  was  intended  to  overcome  the  advantages  of  the 
Germans  and  Co  reinforce  those  of  the  French.  At  the  same  time ,  a 
remarkable  consistency  in  virtually  every  area  extended  from  the  grand 
strategic  through  the  tactical  level,  Except  for  the  ill-fated  attempt 
to  rush  to  the  aid  of  Holland  with  the  Breda  variant  plan,  French 
strategy  In  1940  was  the  product  of  a  long  and  careful  process  In  which 
virtually  every  course  of  action  was  Identified  and  analysed.  And  the 
same  can  be  said  of  the  operational  and  tactical  levels,  The  hope  was 
that  France  could  avoid  losing  the  Initial  battles  and  that  she  could 
emerge  victorious  after  the  nation  had  been  completely  mobilised ,  after 
her  military  forces  had  been  seasoned  In  battle,  and  after  her  allies  had 
tipped  the  scales  In  her  favor.  Despite  this  preparation,  France  failed 
to  prepare  a  military  force  as  effective  as  that  of  her  enemy. 

An  examination  of  France's  shortcomings  that  became  evident  after 
the  fighting  began  reveals  Inadequacies  throughout  her  entire  military 
system.  Her  higher  commanders  lacked  a  flexible,  efficient  means  of 
command  and  control.  Her  strategy  made  her  exceptionally  vulnerable  to  a 
thrust  through  the  Ardennes.  Her  doctrine  and  organizations  tailed  to 
provide  adequately  for  the  tank  or  for  tactical  air  support.  Her 
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officers  were  not  trained  to  respond  to  the  unexpected.  The  list  could 
go  on  and  on ,  but  the  results  are  clear,  While  the  French  tried  to  fight 
a  tightly  controlled  defensive  battle ,  their  opponent  thrust  a  swift , 
mobile  battle  upon  them,  and  they  found  they  simply  couJcf  not  respond  to 
the  new  pace  of  fighting.  By  comparison ,  France  was  much  better  prepared 
and  more  effective  in  1914  than  In  1940. 

To  account  for  these  numerous  failures,  one  could  simply  cite  the 
errors  of  France's  military  leaders  and  leave  It  at  that.  Ultimately, 
France  collapsed  In  battle  for  military  reasons,  and  military 
expirations  can  sufficiently  --  if  not  co/npieteiy  --  account  for  her 
defeat.  Beyond  a  doubt,  French  leaders  had  failed  to  recognize  how 
warfare  had  changed  since  1918,  and  General  Maurice  Gamelln  led  French 
forces  into  the  unexpected  trap  they  encountered  In  May  1940.  But  their 
errors  came  less  from  their  stupidity,  incompetence,  or  decadence  than 
from  their  having  come  up  with  the  wrong  formula  for  the  problem  that 
appeared  In  1940.  Certainly ,  having  a  more  open  minded  and  Innovative 
High  Command  may  have  resulted  in  some  Improvements,  but  in  defense  of 
the  military  leaders,  they  had  exhaustively  examined  the  problem  as  they 
saw  It  and  had  undergone  numerous  debates,  experiments ,  and  maneuvers. 
Of  the  errors  that  were  made,  many  were  concentrated  In  areas  that  could 
only  be  evaluated  In  a  subjective,  if  not  Intuitive,  fashion.  Few  of  the 
most  crucial  issues  had  obviously  correct  solutions.  By  the  objective 
criteria  of  weapons,  equipment,  training ,  leadership,  and  manning, 
France's  forces  always  seemed  proficient ,  and  a  sufficient  margin  of 
safety  seemed  to  exist.  Yet,  she  was  extremely  deficient  In  those  areas 
that  could  only  be  tested  completely  In  combat. 

From  the  perspective  of  military  effectiveness ,  perhaps  the  most 
Important  conclusion  to  reach  is  that  the  French  experience  Illustrates 
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how  no  definitive  measure  of  military  readiness  can  be  reached  in 
peacetime,  After  all ,  as  Clausewl tz  has  reminded  us,  war  is  ultimately  a 
chameleon ,  and  what  may  be  effective  in  one  circumstance  may  lead  to 
disaster  In  another.  Had  the  Germans  fought  as  expected ,  the  French  may 
have  done  better.  Unfortunately ,  the  Germans  did  the  unexpected,  and 
Fremce  collapsed,  thoroughly  humiliated  by  the  debacle. 
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TABLE  1 


MILITARY  EXPENDITURES 

AS  A  PERCENT AGE  OF  GROSS  NATIONAL  PRODUCT 57 


Year 

France 

Germany) 

Great  Britain 

19. n 

4.SX 

3X 

3X 

1934 

4.3 

6 

3 

1935 

4.7 

8 

2 

1936 

6.0 

13 

5 

1937 

6.8 

13 

7 

1938 

8.2 

17 

8 

1939 

22.8 

23 

22 

227. 


TABLE  2 

MILITARY  EXPENDITURES 59 
{Per  Cent  of  Total  by  Serviced 


YEAR 

ARMY 

NAVY 

AIR  FORCE  TOTAL  EXPENDITURES ( V 
(Millions  of  Francs ) 

1918 

95. 5% 

3.8 

— <2 ) 

30,466 

1919 

90.3 

8.5 

—<2) 

17,734 

1920 

83.7 

12.0 

1.3 

7,244 

1921 

73.6 

14.8 

2.0 

7,167 

1922 

68.4 

18.1 

4.0 

6,648 

1923 

62.8 

16.4 

5.9 

6,397 

1924 

57.6 

21.6 

7.3 

6,465 

1925 

60.0 

18.9 

7.9 

6,524 

1926 

61.4 

19.9 

7.6 

7,511 

1927 

64. 5 

20.3 

7.1 

11,181 

1928 

55.5 

24.4 

10.3 

9,778 

1929 

55.7 

24.6 

11.3 

11,075 

1930 

63.8 

19.2 

11.9 

15,915 

1931 

56.5 

23.9 

13.0 

13,852 

1932 

58.2 

21.9 

13.0 

13,814 

1933 

60.4 

21.1 

12,8 

13,431 

1934 

5  6.3 

25.0 

12.3 

11,601 

1935 

52.0 

23.6 

18.8 

12,797 

1936 

52.6 

23.6 

18.0 

15,101 

1937 

54.7 

21.4 

19,0 

21,580 

1938 

52.2 

21.1 

22.8 

29,153 

1939 

60.7 

H.2 

27.0 

93,68 7 

(V  Hi  11  tar y  expenses  for  colonies,  civilian  ministries ,  and 
occupational  troops  are  not  shown. 

(2)  Alt  force  figures  for  these  two  years  are  Included  within 
those  for  the  army  and  navy 
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I.  Political  Effectiveness 


The  U.S.  armed  forces  In  the  1920a  and  1930a  were  obliged  to 

function  in  a  political  environment  which  made  it  extremely  difficult,  if 
not  impossible,  for  those  organizations  to  secure  the  financial, 

industrial ,  and  human  resources  which  they  considered  necessary  to  attain 
even  the  minimum  level  of  military  capability  to  carry  out  their 

anticipated  wartime  missions.  A  leading  student  of  the  history  of  the 
U.S.  Army  even  suggests  that  "the  Army  during  the  19203  and  early  1930s 
may  have  been  less  ready  to  function  as  a  fighting  force  than  at  any  time 
in  its  history.  It  lacked  even  the  combat  capacity  that  the  Indian 

campaigns  had  fore:  '  on  it  during  the  nineteenth  century  and  the  pacifi¬ 
cation  of  the  Philippines  had  required  early  in  the  twentieth  century , 

The  United  States  had  traditionally  avoided  the  maintenance  of  a 
large  professional  am  ty.  After  1898,  it  had  created  a  large  and 


powerful ,  although  unbalanced ,  naval  force  but  by  the  beginning  of  the 
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1920a,  the  complete  destruction  of  one  of  the  Navy's  most  powerful 
potential  adversaries  ( Germany )  and  close  friendship  with  another 
(Britain!,  together  with  popular  interest  in  nav*h  disarmament,  had 
called  the  continued  necessity  for  a  large  fleet  into  question . 

With  the  dramatic  rejection  of  the  Versailles  Peace  Settlement  by 
the  Senate  in  1919,  the  United  States  turned  its  back  upon  'am*  involve¬ 
ment  in  international  projects  aimed  at  collective  security.  Efforts  at 
disarmament  were  welcomed  so  long  as  they  Involved  no  political  or 
military  commitments.  As  President  Herbert  Hoover  succinctly  put  its 

"We  shall  enter  into  no  agreements  committing  us  to  any  future  course  of 

2 

action  or  which  call  for  the  use  of  force  to  preserve  peace." 

A  growing  mood  of  disillusionment  with  American  involvement  in 
World  War  I  reached  its  peak  in  the  early  1930s,  It  coincided  with  and 
reinforced  the  emergence  of  a  new  and  strident  type  of  isolationism  which 
called  not  only  for  the  traditional  avoidance  of  alliances  and  military 
Involvements  abroad  but  a  set  of  positive  rules  and  practices  designed  to 
Insulate  the  United  States  from  the  contagion  of  foreign  wars. 

In  addition  to  these  constraints ,  the  political  environment  of  the 
1920a  and  1930s  strongly  encouraged  financial  stringency  In  government. 
During  the  1920s,  Republican  presidents  prided  themselves  on  operating 
the  government  on  "sound  business  principles the  hallmark  of  which  were 
taken  to  be  low  tares  and  low  government  expenditures .  Keystone  of  the 
business  approach  was  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921  which  created 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  a  unitary  budget  for  the  entire  executive 
branch.  Although  the  Budget  Act  was  a  sound  management  measure ,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  in  the  1920s  and  enrly  1930s,  often  operated  as 
simply  a  bludgeon  to  beat  the  financial  requests  of  the  executive 
agencies  into  line  with  the  President’ s  budget  celling. 
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In  the  case  of  the  military  services ,  the  unitary  budget  system  had 
an  even  more  chilling  effect  since  officers  tended  to  regard  any  direct 
public  criticism  of  the  President's  budget  as  disobedience  toward  the 
Commander -in~Chief ,  When  a  congressional  committee  questioned  the  Army's 
Chief  of  Finance,  Brigadier  General  K.  W ,  Walker,  in  1924 ,  about  whether 
"t he  President' s  policy  of  economy "  would  " prevent  the  War  Department 
from  stating  its  needs  before  this  committee?"  General  Walker  replied 
that  " when  the  Budget  has  once  been  approved  by  the  President  and  trans¬ 
mitted  to  Congress,  it  is  his  budget  estimate  and  no  officer  or  official 
of  the  War  Department  would  have  any  right  to  come  here  and  attempt  to 
get  a  single  dollar  more  ...  .  "3  The  Great  Depression  of  the  1930s 

discredited  talk  of  " business  principles "  but  the  widespread  economic 
hardship  of  the  times  seemed  to  call  for  oven  greater  financial  restraint 
on  the  part  of  the  government, 

The  National  Defense  Act  of  1920  provided  for  a  regular  army  of 
280,000  men,  only  about  half  of  what  War  Department  planners  had 
proposed,  but  nevertheless  a  respectable  peacetime  establishment  which 
allowed  for  some  nlre  infantry  divisions ,  two  cavalry  divisions ,  and 
various  smaller  units.  Moreover ,  this  modest  regular  force  was  to  be 
backed  by  an  organized  reserve  and  National  Guard,  trained  by  special 
training  detachments  of  the  regular  army,  yet  neither  Congress  nor  the 
President  were  ever  prepared  to  make  available  the  financial  resources  to 
pay  for  the  Implementation  of  the  National  Defense  Act.  As  early  as 
1921,  Congress  reduced  the  regular  army  to  ISO, 000  men  and  the  following 
year  to  137,000.  Throughout  the  1920s  and  early  1930s,  the  strength  of 
the  Army  seldom  exceeded  135,000,  At  their  1924  convention,  the 
Republicans  proudly  pointed  to  the  fact  that  "our  standing  Army  is  now 
below  125,000  men,  the  smallest  regular  military  force  maintained  by  any 
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great  power."  Upon  the  outbreak  of  World  War  II ,  the  Army  was  still 
90,000  men  short  of  its  280,000-man  strength  authorized  in  the  National 
''Defense  Act  of  1920 . 

The  large  trained  reserve,  which  was  to  serve  as  the  core  of  the 
citizen  Army  envisioned  in  the  National  Defense  Act ,  was  largely  still¬ 
born.  Reserve  officers  continued  to  be  commissioned  through  the  Reserve 
Officer  Training  corps  at  various  colleges  and  universities  but  little 
money  was  available  for  them  to  train  or  serve  with  the  Army.  A  projected 
"Enlisted  Reserve  Corps “  never  really  existed  because  no  means  were 
available  for  recruiting  or  training  the  necessary  personnel.  The 
National  Guard  numbered  about  200,000  men  and  continued  to  carry  on  some 
training  but  its  drills  and  two-week  encampments  were  inadequate  prepara- 

5 

ti on  for  modern  warfare. 

The  economic  stringencies  of  the  1920s  and  1930s  forced  the  Army  to 
carry  out  drastic,  sometimes  grotesque ,  measures  to  economize,  Officers 
and  NCOS  wore  reduced  two  or  three  steps  in  grade.  Housing  was  so  poor 
and  scarce  that  non-commissioned  officers'  families  at  Ft.  Benning 
occupied  abandoned  black  laborers'  shacks  in  the  Georgia  countryside 
while  some  officers  resigned  rather  than  occupy  the  uninhabitable 
quarters  assigned  them.6  Tanks  could  train  only  for  a  few  hours  a  day 

7 

because  fuei  was  deemed  too  expensive  in  1920s  budgets. 

There  was  relatively  little  that  the  War  Department  could  do  about 
the  financial  stringencies  of  the  period.  Yet  the  choices  made  by  the 
Army  leaders  in  coping  with  these  stringencies  probably  made  their  effect 
all  the  more  damaging.  Rather  than  maintain  a  smaller  number  of  units  at 
full  strength,  the  Army  chose  to  retain  Its  complete  1919  force  structure 
of  nine  divisions ,  although  few  could  be  manned  at  even  brigade  strength. 
This  structure  not  only  made  realistic  training  more  difficuit  but 
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foreclosed  any  possibility  of  maintaining  even  a  very  small  combat-ready 
force . 

The  Navy  had  emerged  from  Nor  Id  War  I  on  a  par  with  the  British 
Royal  Navy  as  the  most  powerful  in  the  world.  A  large  building  program, 
authorized  in  1916,  provided  tor  still  greater  expansion  of  the  Navy, 
especially  of  the  battlefleet,  Ten  super  dreadnoughts  and  battlecruisers 
were  under  construction  or  about  to  be  laid  down  as  the  nation  returned 
to  normalcy, 

The  Republican  Congress  and  the  Harding  administration  were  unwill¬ 
ing  to  underwrite  such  costly  naval  expansion.  Instead ,  President 
Harding  proposed  a  program  of  world  power  naval  disarmament  and  hosted 
the  Washington  Conference  of  1922  which  resulted  in  the  scrapping  of  many 
old  or  uncompleted  capital  ships  and  put  an  upper  limit  on  the  Groat 
Powers'  navies  in  the  category  of  battleships,  cruisers,  destroyers,  and 
carriers.  Ratios  of  relative  naval  strength  were  established  between  the 
various  navies,  the  United  States  being  granted  equality  with  Great 
Britain  and  a  40  percent  superiority  over  Japan.  Capital  ships,  carriers, 
and,  cruisers  were  also  subject  to  qualitative  limitations  as  to  tonnage 

3 

and  armament.  A  second  disarmament  agreement,  signed  at  London  in 
1930,  added  limitations  on  the  number  and  characteristics  of  cruisers 
which  could  be  built  by  the  three  great  naval  powers  and  set  ratios  in 
this  category  at  10, .10:7  for  Great  Britain,  the  United  States,  and  Japan 
respectively . 

Naval  officers  expressed  great  dissatisfaction  with  the  Washington 
agreements ,  which  obliged  the  U.S,  to  discontinue  construction  of  Its 
most  advanced  battleships  and  battlecruisers ,  and  with  the  London  treaty, 
which  saddled  them  with  warship  types  determined  by  negotiation  rather 

9 

than  by  military  requirements ,  Vet,  they  reserved  their  loudest 
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criticism  for  the  provisions  of  the  Five  Power  Washington  Treaty  which 
forbade  the  construction  of  bases  or  fortifications  In  certain  of  the 
Pacific  and  East  Aslan  possessions  of  Britain,  France,  the  United  States, 
and  Japan . 

For  the  United  States ,  this  meant  that  no  additional  defenses  could 
be  established  for  the  Philippines  and  nothing  at  all  done  to  protect  the 
American-owned  islwd  of  Guam  in  the  Marianas.  Without  a  major  naval 
base  at  one  of  these  locations ,  the  Navy  believed  it  would  be  impossible 
to  carry  on  a  successful  war  against  Japan. 

During  the  Interwar  years,  the  Army  was  not  particularly  well 

situated  to  make  its  case  to  the  law-makers  and  the  public.  The  Army 

enjoyed  some  support  from  veterans'  groups,  especially  the  powerful 

American  Legion,  and  from  publications  such  as  the  Armu  and  Nave  Journal 

and,  on  occasion,  from  the  National  Guard,  Military  professionals  could 

also  register  their  views  officially  In  such  papers  as  the  Annual  Reports 

of  Chiefs  of  Arms  and  Services  and  unofficially  in  articles  In  profes 

slonal  and  popular  Journals,  rut  the  Army  lacked  looby  or  Interest 

groups  devoted  wholly  to  its  Interests ,  and  Army  officers  enjoyed 

Indifferent  success  as  pubiicists,  One  student  of  the  period  concludes 

that  none  of  the  Army's  "efforts  seemed  to  have  any  Influence  on  the 

10 

trend  of  the  1920s  --  economy  In  government .“ 

in  contrast  to  the  Army,  the  Navy  was  considerably  better  equipped 
to  bring  Its  views  before  the  public  and  convey  its  concerns  to  lawmakers. 
The  Navy  League  of  the  United  States,  a  capable  civilian  lobby  of  long¬ 
standing,  faithfully  beat  the  drums  for  strong  naval  defense  through  Its 
magazine  Seavower  and  In  testimony  and  letters  to  Congress.  The 
existence  of  a  credible  potential  opponent  the  Japanese  Navy  -  was  a 
definite  asset  In  the  campaign  for  naval  appropriations  and  even  the 
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popular  enthusiasm  for  arms  limitation  could  be  used  to  advantage 
by  arguing  that  net*  construction  was  needed  to  bring  the  fleet  up  to  the 
strength  provided  for  in  the  Washington  and  London  treaties.11  Naval 
officers  like  Dudley  w,  Knox  were  beginning  to  appreciate  the  importance 
of  what  would  now  be  called  public  relations  and  emphasized  the  Importance 
of  selling  the  Navy  as  an  institution  whose  functions  of  commerce  protec¬ 
tion ,  scientific  research ,  and  support  for  diplomacy  were  useful  to  the 

12 

nation  in  peace  as  well  as  In  war, 

yet  the  Navy's  success  In  conveying  its  vision  of  the  country's 
naval  needs  was  a  limited  one.  Interest  In  naval  disarmament  remained 
strong  among  American  leaders  and  the  public  until  the  late  1930s, 
Throughout  the  1920s,  congress  declined  to  provide  for  sufficient  cruisers 
and  other  ships  even  to  bring  the  Navy  up  to  the  strength  authorized  in 
the  Washington  agreement.  No  new  battleships  were  begun  until  193 7. 

On  the  other  hand,  two  of  the  large,  uncompleted  battlecruisers  of 
the  1916  program,  the  Lexington  and  Saratoga,  were  converted  into  giant 
aircraft  carriers.  In  the  battlefleet,  the  oldest  battleships  were 
converted  to  burn  oil  Instead  of  coal  and  all  but  the  latest  had  their 
turrets  modified  so  that  the  main  batteries  could  be  elevated  to  thirty 
degrees,  thus  Increasing  the  effective  range  of  the  guns.  Congress  also 
authorized  construction  of  some  eighteen  modern  cruisers,  although  some 
were  not  laid  down  until  the  end  of  the  1920s. 

With  the  onset  of  the  Great  Depression ,  naval  expenditure  was 

sharply  curtailed,  The  Navy  was  obliged  to  lay  up  ships  and  reduce  its 

personnel,  Older  battleships ,  for  example,  had  their  complements  reduced 

as  much  as  sixty  percent ,  and  Congress  was  in  no  mood  to  appropriate 

13 

funds  for  any  new  construction.  The  Navy's  fortunes  Improved  with 
the  inauguration  of  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt ,  a  long-time  supporter  of  the 


142. 


sea  service  and  former  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  under  Josephus 
Daniels.  Representative  carl  Vinson,  the  powerful  chairman  of  the  House 
Naval  Affairs  Committee  was  also  a  strong  supporter  of  naval  expansion. 
Beginning  In  1933,  naval  appropriations  rose  every  year.  During  the 
early  thirties,  construction  of  ships  and  aircraft  was  Included  among  the 
public  works  projects  initiated  by  the  New  Deal  to  provide  emergency  work 
relief  for  those  hard  hit  by  the  Depression. 

While  the  1930s  was  a  period  of  naval  expansion ,  the  U.S.  Navy 

still  failed  to  secure  a  force  of  the  size  and  capability  necessary  to 

wage  war  against  japan  in  the  Western  Pacific.  Nothing  better  iJiuatrates 
the  Navy's  limited  ability  to  sell  Its  strategic  ideas  to  the  civilian 
leadership  than  the  issue  of  the  Guam  naval  base,  By  the  late  1930s,  the 
Washington  Treaty  restriction  on  naval  bases  had  long  since  lapsed  and 
naval  Headers  argued  forcefully  that  the  U.S,  could  delay  no  longer  in 
establishing  an  operating  fleet  base  In  the  Western  Pacific,  in  1930,  a 
board  headed  by  Rear  Adm.  Arthur  J.  Hepburn  submitted  a  report  which 

recommended  that  Guam  be  developed  into  a  fully -equipped  naval  base,  A 

five t  base  at  Guam  would  enable  the  (U.  Navy  to  adequately  protect  the 

Ph  ilipplries ,  block  Japanese  moves  into  Southeast  Aula,  and  ward  off  any 

14 

Japanese  attempt  to  strike  east  at  Hawaii  or  Midway.  Yet,  Congress 
remained  unconvinced.  After  a  long  and  heated  debate  Congress,  a  year 
after  the  outbreat  of  war  In  China,  voted  to  take  no  steps  to  establish  a 
naval  base  in  the  Western  Pacific,1* 

The  1920s  and  1930s  wore  periods  of  rapid  growth  and  change  in  many 
areas  of  military  technology .  Despite  extremely  limited  resources,  the 
U.S.  armed  forces  were  able,  in  general ,  to  keep  abreast  of  these  develop 
wnui  and  produce  weapons  and  equipment  that  were  qualitatively  -  if  not 
quantitatively  -  equal  to  the  most  advanced  systems  being  developed  by 
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the  great  powers.  Radar,  sonar,  the  £-27  bomber,  the  103 -mm  howitzer, 
the  G arand  (H-l)  rifle,  and  the  dive  bomber  are  but  a  few  examples  of  the 
types  of  Innovative  and  highly  effective  equipment  produced  by  the  armed 
forces  between  the  wars.  That  such  progress  in  technology  was  achieved 
is  all  the  more  surprising  when  one  considers  the  severely  limited 
financial  resources  available  for  research  and  development.  The  entire  R 
and  D  program  amounted  to  about  one-twentieth  of  the  cost  of  a  contempor¬ 
ary  battleship  and  less  than  one-fourhundredth  of  what  it  cost  to  develop 
the  atomic  bomb.16 

In  addition  to  stringent  budgets ,  the  large  amounts  of  obsolescent, 

but  still  serviceable,  equipment  remaining  from  World  War  I  tended  to 

inhibit  the  efforts  to  provide  modern  equipment,  Development  and 

procurement  of  the  103 -mm  howitzer,  for  example,  was  far  slower  than  it 

might  have  been  because  of  the  availability  of  so  many  French  '‘13s*  left 

17 

over  from  the  World  War. 

Another  significant  obstacle  was  the  research  And  development 

philosophy  of  the  Army  General  Staff  and  the  technical  bureaus  In  the 

lntorwar  period.  These  organizations  frequently  displayed  great 

reluctance  to  standardize  and  produce  any  weapon  until  It  had  been  made 

IS 

as  nearly  perfect  as  possible.  Given  the  stringent  budgetary 

restraints  and  rapid  technological  development  of  the  1920s,  this 

"perfectionism"  had  some  Justification,  but  its  net  effect  was  to  retard 

weapons  development ,  Thus  the  Garand  "jeml -automatic"  rifle  (H-V  took 

over  nineteen  years  to  design  and  produce ,  while  the  Ordnance  Department 

failed  to  standardize  a  single  tank  or  armored  vehicle  "no  matter  how 

promising"  from  the  dozens  of  experimental  models  produced  during  that 
19 


time. 
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Little  effort  was  mde  during  the  lnterwar  period  to  enlist  the 

skill  and  knowledge  of  civilian  scientists  and  engineers  to  solve  the 

problems  of  weapons  design  and  development.  An  outstanding  exception  was 

the  long-time  cooperation  between  the  War  Department  and  the  Society  of 

American  Automotive  Engineers,  The  Society's  "ordnance  Advisory  Comlt- 

tee"  played  a  leading  role  in  helping  the  Ordnance  Department  deal  with 

problems  associated  with  tank  design  In  the  1930s.  Yet  systematic 

collaboration  between  Industry ,  science  and  the  military  remained  rare 
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until  the  outbreak  of  the  Second  World  War, 

In  general,  it  was  the  services ,  rather  than  Industry ,  which  took 
the  lead  In  developing  new  weapons  and  equipment.  Thus ,  in  the  case  of 
shipbuilding ,  the  Navy' a  three  technical  bureaus  --  Ordnance,  Engineering , 
Construction,  and  Repair  prepared  the  specifications  for  new  men -of- war 
and,  so  far  as  possible,  the  ships  were  built  in  government  yards,  When, 
as  frequently  happened ,  a  construction  program  was  too  large  to  be  handled 
entirely  by  governme/> t  yards ,  private*  builders  were  utilized  but  naval 
supervisory  staffs  and  Inspection  teams  played  a  large  role  In  the 
production  process 

host  research  and  development  work  was  carried  out  more  or  loss 

Independently  by  the  services'  technical  bureaus  and  their  subdivisions , 

Although  the  Navy  General  Board  and  Army  General  Staff  could  act  to  some 

extent  as  coordinating  bodies  or  courts -of -last-resort,  development  was 

inevitably  uneven.  For  example,  the  Navy's  Ordnance  Bureau  failed  to 

produce  an  effective  middle  range  anti  aircraft  gun  (its  1,1-in .  machine 

cannon  wan  a  failure )  "because  its  staff  did  not  keep  up  on  improvement 

22 

In  aircraft  performance aircraft  being  the  province  of  another 


bureau . 
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Nevertheless ,  the  decentralized  style  of  research  and  development 
In  the  Interwar  period  was  probably  responsible  for  far  more  successes 
than  failures.  It  permitted  flexibility ,  parallel  development  efforts, 
and  the  exploration  of  alternative  paths  of  development.  For  example,  it 
was  the  Bureau  of  ships  which  let  the  first  Important  contract  tor  fire- 
control  radar  at  a  time  when  the  Bureau  of  Ordnance  had  evinced  a  lack  of 
interest 

The  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  the  interwar  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  system  is  illustrated  by  the  story  of  the  development  of  radar,  in 
the  early  1920s,  Dr.  A.  Hoyt  Taylor  and  Leo  C.  Young,  of  the  Naval 
Research  Laboratory,  had  begun  research  into  the  properties  of  radio  wave 
propagation.  In  June  1930 ,  Naval  Research  Laboratory  scientists 
discovered  that  an  airplane  could  cause  interference  with  radio  reception 
when  it  passed  through  electromagnetic  radiation.  By  19 31,  the  possibil¬ 
ities  appeared  so  promising  that  the  Bureau  of  engineering  directed  the 

Laboratory  to  ".Investigate  the  use  of  radio  to  detect  t.he  presence  of 

24 

enemy  vessels  and  aircraft." 

Research  in  the  early  1930s  seemed  .to  suggest  that  ‘radio  detection " 

would  reyuiro  a  radio  transmitt vr  and  receiver  separated  from  each  other 

by  at  least  a  quarter  mile.  This  suggested  that  radar  might  be  practical 

only  for  the  Army  and ,  in  1932,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  actually  sent,  a 

summary  of  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory1 s  investigations  to  c he  Secretary 

of  War  with  the  suggestion  that  tne  Army  might  find  such  a  devise  more 

25 

practical  than  the  Navy. 

In  fact,  the  Army's  Signal  Corps  Laboratory  at  Ft.  Monmouth  was 
already  exploring  the  problem  but  the  work  was  hampered  by  lack  of  funds , 
The  Nat  Department  ruled  that  research  money  had  to  be  provided  out  of 
the  regular  Signal  Corps  budget.  Moreover,  the  Signal  Corps'  Ft.  Monmouth 
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lab,  unlike  the  Naval  .Research  Laboratory,  which  was  specifically  tasked 
with  the  conduct  of  basic  research ,  was  expected  to  confine  Its  activities 
to  practical  development  of  equipment .  For  more  sophisticated  research 
projects,  the  Signal  Corps  was  expected  to  turn  to  private  industry .  Yet 
In  the  case  of  radar,  no  private  company  or  research  Institution  was 

Oft 

either  competent  for,  or  Interested  In,  the  desired  field  of  research , 

In  the  end,  both  the  Signal  Corps  and  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory 

continued  their  research  on  radar,  Both  achieved  Impressive  results,  By 

1937,  the  Signal  Corps  had  developed  a  mobile  short-range  radio  locates, 

the  SCR-263,  which  could  detect  aircraft  at  night  or  in  bad  weather  and 

bring  searchlights  or  anti-aircraft  batteries  to  boar  upon  it,  A  year 

later,  a  long-range  radar,  SCR-271,  was  In  operation  and  the  Army  was 

beginning  to  experiment  with  radar  tor  artillery  fire  control  and  aerial 
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navigation  as  well.  The  Navy's  progress  was  equally  spectacular.  By 

1936,  radar  wan  being  installed  aboard  warships  and,  in  the  1939  fleet 

exorcises,  the  battleship  New  York,  using  XAF  radar,  was  able  to  detect 
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destroyers  attacking  In  darkness  at  9,000  yards. 

Vet,  research  by  the  Army  and  Navy  had  been  carried  out  Indepen¬ 
dently,  with  little  or  no  cooperation  ox  consul  tael  on  between  the  two. 

Moreover ,  the  two  services  classified  their  radar  development  as  secret, 

29 

not  only  from  the  public,  but  even  from  each  ether.  In  1939,  the 
O.s.  armed  forces  were  as  advanced  as  any  In  the  field  of  radar.  Had  the 
two  services  been  given  additional  resources  and  had  they  cooperated  and 
pooled  their  knowledge,  the  (/,£,  might:  have  tn joyed  an  1/nmense  technolog¬ 
ical  advantage. 

In  the  area  of  manpower,  the  military  services  were  affected  by  the 
stringent  economy  measures  already  described.  Few  military  units  In 
either  service  could  be  manned  at  a  level  which  wou*< «  enable  them  to 


147 . 


carry  out  realistic  training  or  exerciser  over  an  extended  period  of  time 
or  maintain  a  high  degree  of  practical  readiness.  The  services  were  far 
better  off  In  the  matter  of  quality  personnel.  The  Army  and  Navy  had 
entered  the  twenties  with  a  mature  system  of  professional  military  educa¬ 
tion  ranging  from  the  Military  Academy  at  Nest  Point  and  Naval  Academy  at 
Annapolis  to  the  Army  and  Navy  War  Colleges.  Entry  into  the  officer 
corps  -  largely  through  the  service  academies  was  competitive  and 
recruits  were  generally  of  high  guaiity.  Many  of  the  senior  officers  had 
proven  their  ability  in  the  First  World  War. 

Yet,  there  were  significant  problems  in  the  officer  corps  of  the 
Army  and  Navy.  Pay  was  stagnant ,  the  duty  was  often  tedious  and  promotion 
was  glacially  slow.  Thirteen  years  was  the  normal  Interval  between 
attaining  the  rank  of  first  lieutenant  and  promotion  co  captain  in  the 
interwar  Army ,  and  some  captains  spent  seventeen  years  at  that.  rank.  By 
the  time  the  lucky  survivors  of  the  system  reached  the  rank  of  general, 
they  were  normally  at  least  fifty- nine  years  of  age.  General  officers 
could  serve  at  most  two  or  three  years  before  reaching  mandatory 
retirement  age.30  Even  a  brilliant  and  well-connected  officer  like 
George  C.  Marshall  served  ten  years  at  the  grade  of  major  and  did  not 
reach  brigadier-general  until  he  was  56  years  old.33  Many  talented 
officers  resigned,  others  stagnated ,  lost  their  edge,  or  became  indif¬ 
ferent  to  professional  development. 

The  problem  of  officer  guality  in  the  Army  became  acute  in  1940 
when  U.S.  rearmament  and  expansion  of  the  Army  revealed  that  many  regular 
officers  were  of  questionable  competence  or  physical  condition  for  active 
wartime  service  or  higher  command.  An  even  larger  proportion  of  the 
senior  National  Guard  and  Reserve  officers  now  being  called  to  active 
duty  had  also  long  since  risen  to  their  level  of  Incompetence  or  were 
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physically  unfit.  At  the  same  time  many  talented  and  capable  junior 
officers  had  to  be  advanced  at  a  rate  far  exceeding  anything  allotted  for 
in  the  normal  promotion  system.  Although  steps  were  taken  to  reclassify 
and  retire  marginal  officers  and  accelerate  the  promotion  of  exceptional 
ones,  an  efficient  officer  selection  and  promotion  system  was  not 
established  in  all  Its  details  until  after  Pearl  Harbor. 

The  Navy  offered  somewhat  more  varied  and  active  service,  although 
with  the  same  slow  promotion  as  the  Army.  The  naval  officer  corps 
between  the  wars  was  composed  almost  exclusively  of  graduates  of  the 
Nova!  Academy.  This  ensured  a  high  level  of  professional  cohesion  and  a 
common  professional  background.  Vet,  the  institution  at  which  these 
naval  officers  received  their  common  education  was  parochial,  isolated, 
Intellectually  sterile ,  and  pedagoglcally  backward.  In  1923 ,  the  Board 
of  visitors  to  the  Naval  Academy  reported  that  "a  sound  symmetrical 
general  education  is  lacking “  and  that  the  academy  was  “incapable  of 
supplying  even  the  fundamental  training  in  the  physical  sciences .'33 
Perhaps  such  deficiencies  help  to  account  for  the  attitude  of  the  naval 
officers  who  objected  to  the  installation  of  radar  because  it  spoiled  the 

appearance  of  their  ships.  one  cruiser  commander  refused  to  use  It 
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because  “he  hadn't  asked  for  it." 

In  the  area  of  procurement  of  enlisted  personnel ,  the  Navy  fared 

very  well  Indeed.  During  most  of  the  1920s  and  1930s,  Navy  recruiters 

had  to  accept  only  one- third  to  one- quarter  of  the  men  applying  for 

enlistment . in  the  depths  of  the  Great  Depression,  the  reenlistment 

rate  rose  to  arouna  ninety  percent  and  only  one  out  of  every  eighteen 

36 

applicants  for  enlistment  could  be  accepted.  A  similar  situation 
prevailed  In  regard  to  recruiting  for  the  Army  Air  Corps.  The  romance 
and  adventure  of  flight  together  with  the  widespread  misconception  that 
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all  Army  Air  Corps  personnel  were  aviators,  kept  a  steady  stream  of 

applicants  flocking  to  the  recruiters , 

Recruiting  for  the  rest  of  the  Army ,  however ,  was  not  so  easy.  As 

In  the  1970s,  the  Army  In  the  1920s  was  largely  regarded  as  "the  employer 

of  last  resort . "  A  study  of  recruiting  in  the  1920s  concludes  that 

“ despite  Its  publicity  about  thv  benefits  that  Army  service  held  for 
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young  men,  few  civilians  joined  except  as  a  last  resort."  An 
important  reason,  although  by  no  means  the  sole  reason,  was  the  low  pay. 
In  the  1920s ,  a  private  earned  70  cents  a  day:  some  unskilled  workers 
made  70  cents  an  hour.  The  resuit  was  that  the  Army  experienced  continu¬ 
ing  difficulty  In  recruiting  enough  men  even  tor  the  small  regular  force 
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it  was  authorized  to  maintain. 

The  Great  Depression,  tor  a  time,  solved  the  Army's  recruiting 

problems.  The  Army's  enlistment  quotas  were  easily  filled,  Indeed, 

during  most  of  1932,  recruiting  was  suspended  because  the  recruiters  had 

already  brought  In  ton  many  men.  The  Air  Corps  had  a  waiting  list  of  8t>0 
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highly  qualified  hlgh-school  graduates  to  fill  200  vacancies.' 

Enlistment  and  reenlistment  standards  were  raised.  By  the  mld-1930s , 
however,  enlistments  were  dropping  off  again.  New  Deal  relief  measures 
and  programs  like  the  Civilian  Conservation  Corps  cut  deeply  Into  the 
pool  of  unemployed  potential  recruits,  as  did  the  modest  recovery  of  the 
1934-193 7  period.  Until  the  advent  of  the  draft,  the  Army  never 
completely  solved  its  manpower  problems. 
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I* .  Strategic  g/fectiveneas 


Until  the  eve  of  Uorld  War  II,  the  armed  services  of  the  United 

States  1  ached  strong  and  consistent  policy  guidance  from  political 

leaders  and  the  state  department.  Army  and  Navy  leaders  complained 

frequently  about  this  state  of  affairs  and  occasionally  proposed  measures 

40 

to  remedy  the  situation,  but  without  success .  In  the  absence  of  such 
guidance ,  the  military  attempted  to  deduce  for  themselves  what  constituted 
basic  American  national  policies  and  objectives  and  to  plan  and  prepare 
accordingly .  Army  and  Navy  officers  never  consciously  advanced  strategic 
objectives  or  plans  different  from  what  they  perceived  to  be  the  political 
objective  of  the  nation,  Thus,  although  military  leaders  often  felt  that 
certain  American  policies  particularly  those  in  regard  to  the  Philip¬ 
pines  and  China  -  •  exceeded  military  capabilities,  they  believed  it  was 
not  the  function  of  the  military  to  change  those  policies  but  merely  to 
point  out  the  military  implications .  A  member  of  the  war  plans  division 
told  Stanley  K  Hornbeck  of  the  State  Department,  " policy  making  ... 
[was]  ...  a  State  Department  responsibility ,  But  ...  the  War  Department 
was  responsible  for  the  military  aspects  of  any  policy  adopted  and  that 
it  was  a  duty  of  the  War  Department  to  point  out  the  extent  to  which  we 

might  become  Involved  through  military  commitments  and  make  recommends 

41 

tiona  accordingly .* 

In  the  1920a  and  ,930s,  military  and  naval  leaders  perceived  that 
American  national  policy  implied  the  following  military  missions : 


defense  of  the  continental  U.S.,  Alaska  and  Hawaii,  and  the  Panama  Canal; 
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defense  of  the  Monroe  Doctrine ;  defense  of  the  Philippines ;  end  protec¬ 
tion  of  American  rights  and  Interests  in  China,  The  first  two  caused 
little  difficulty  but  the  defense  of  the  Philippines  and  support  of 
American  Interests  in  China  in  the  face  of  increasingly  militant  Chinese 
nationalism  and  Japanese  expansionism  was  another  matter. 

American  strategic  planning  for  the  Far  East  was  embodied  in  the 
so-called  Orange  Plan  (Orange  was  the  color  assigned  to  Japan  in  war 
games  and  planning  exercises,  prior  to  World  War  Ij  Mexico  was  "Green, * 
Great  Britain  "fled,"  and  German  "Black.")  The  Orange  Plan  assumed  that 
upon  the  outbreak  of  war ,  Japan  would  immediately  mount  an  attach  on  the 
Philippines ,  The  planners  knew  that  the  Japanese  could  probably  land  at 
least  5 0,000  men  in  the  islands  during  the  first  week  of  the  war  and 
almost  three  hundred  thousand  during  the  first  thirty  days.  The  American 
garrison  in  the  islands  consisted  of  about  17,000  men.  In  the  pro-Warld 
War  1  period,  when  the  Orange  Plan  was  first  conceived,  it  was  hoped  that 

this  force  could  at  least  hold  open  Manila  Bay  until  the  arrival  of  the 
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American  battlefleot,  expected  In  about  60  days. 

By  the  1920s,  with  Japan  in  possession  of  the  former  German-owned 

Island  chains  of  the  Pacific,  even  this  slim  hope  appeared  unrealistic, 

Nevertheless ,  Army  and  Navy  planners  did  not  feel  free  to  urge  political 

leaders  to  modify  or  abandon  the  American  commitment  to  the  Philippines 
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or  American  policies  in  the  Far  East.  In  the  case  of  war  with 
Ameri ca’s  most  likely  hypothetical  enemy  then ,  Army  and  Navy  leaders 
obviously  considered  the  risks  entailed  to  bo  high  and  the  consequences 
of  failure  grave.  Yet,  they  felt  themselves  to  be  powerless  to  change 
the  policy  which  dictated  such  a  course, 

One  reason  military  and  naval  officers  felt  themselves  to  be  in 
such  a  position  was  the  almost  complete  lack  of  communication  and 
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coordination  between  political  and  military  leaders  in  the  United  States 
during  the  1920s  and  1930s.  From  time  to  time ,  the  military  had  proposed 
the  establishment  of  some  co-ordinating  agency  in  regard  to  foreign  and 
military  affairs.  As  early  as  1911 ,  Representative  Richmond  P.  Hobson  of 
Alabama  had  introduced  a  bill ,  at  the  urging  of  officers  of  the  Naval  War 
College,  which  called  for  the  establishment  of  a  "Council  of  National 
Defense"  to  Include  the  Secretaries  of  Har,  State  and  Navy ,  the  chairman 

of  the  House  and  Senate  Military  and  Naval  Affairs  Committees,  and  the 
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professional  heads  of  the  Army  and  Navy.  The  bill  failed  to  pass. 

Again,  in  1922,  the  services  proposed  to  Secretary  of  State  Charles 

Evans  Hughes  that  representatives  of  his  department  alt  with  the  Joint 

Board  and  its  planners  to  provide  guidance  on  national  policy.  However, 

Hughes  rejected  this  idea  because  he  feared  it  would  lead  to  undue 
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military  Influence  on  foreign  policy.  In  1938,  a  Standing  Liaison 

Committee  of  the  State,  Har,  and  Navy  Apartments  was  established  but  it 
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mot  In  frequently  and  confined  itself  mainly  to  I*atin  American  matters . 

In  specific  crisis  situations  or  problem  areas  such  as  Navy  and 
marine  deployments  in  Latin  America  and  China  during  the  1920s,  very 

close  working-level  coordination  prevailed  between  the  services  and  the 
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State  Department.  Yet,  at  the  policy  level,  the  lack  of  coordination 

and  consultation  remained  a  problem.  In  fact ,  it  was  In  some  ways  a 

problem  which  was  never  solved ,  since  beginning  in  1940,  the  heads  of  the 

services  were  permitted  to  by-pass  the  State  Department  and  report 
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directly  to  the  President . 

During  the  1920s  and  1930s,  the  force  size  and  structure  of  the 
U.S.  armed  forces  was  wholly  Inadequate  to  achieve  their  strategic 
goals.  This  is  most  apparent  in  regard  to  the  Orange  Plan  where  the  size 
and  composition  of  the  U.S.  fleet,  particularly  the  lack  of  sufficient 
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fleet  auxiliaries ,  made  It  unlikely  that  the  Navy  could  carry  out  Its 

mission  of  fighting  through  to  the  Philippines  In  sixty  days.  Sven 

should  this  be  the  case ,  the  largest  initial  reinforcement  feasible, 

given  the  small  size  of  the  Army ,  was  only  18,000  men  to  face  50,000 
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Japanese  invaders. 

Even  In  regard  to  the  more  basic  mission  of  defending  the  continen¬ 
tal  United  States,  the  size  and  structure  of  the  interwar  armed  forces 
left  much  to  be  desired.  In  1929,  the  Army  General  Staff  estimated  that 
in  attempting  to  form  even  the  "initial  protective  force,"  which  was 
Intended  to  see  the  country  through  the  first  few  months  of  war  with  a 
major  power,  they  would  be  short  at  least  six  Infantry  regiments,  seven 
tank  battalions,  seventeen  battalions  of  field  artillery,  and  twelve 
engineer  regiments.  The  Army  Air  Corps  would  be  short  over  500  planes 
and  all  Army  tactical  units  would  be  short  a  total  of  600,000  gas  masks, 
2,300  , 30-calibre  machine  guns ,  and  2,200  .50-calibre  machine  guns,50 
By  1935,  the  situation  had  not  greatly  improved.  The  Army  Air  Corps 
required  an  additional  200  bombers  and  179  pursuit  planes  merely  to  reach 
the  strength  level  recommended  by  the  Baker  Board  in  the  1920s, 
Mechanized  units  were  short  $ 16,000,000  worth  of  equipment  and  Army  units 
as  a  whole  were  short  400  3-ln,  anti-aircraft  guns  and  over  2,000 
.50-callbre  machine  guns.5* 

At  the  outbreak  of  Nor  Id  War  II,  the  total  strength  of  the  U.S. 
Army  was  about  190,000.  Of  these  more  than  5 0,000  were  serving  in  the 
outlying  possessions .  On  paper  the  Army  was  organized  into  four  armies, 
and  nine  corps  areas,  each  corps  area  with  one  regular  and  two  National 
Guard  Divisions.  In  fact,  of  all  these  impressively  large  formations , 
only  three  of  the  regular  divisions  could  operate  as  such,  and  they  wore 
at  less  than  half  strength.  A  rudimentary  armored  force,  the  7th  Cavalry 
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Brigade  ( Mechanized) ,  and  two  horsed  cavalry  divisions  of  about  1200  men 

each,  together  with  a  few  smaller  independent  units  completed  the  Army's 
52 

order -of -battle, 

The  regular  Army  had  begun  the  process  of  conversion  from  the  World 

War  I  style  " square *  division,  of  two  brigades  of  two  regiments  each,  to 

a  smaller,  but  far  more  flexible  * triangular "  division  of  three  Infantry 

and  one  artillery  regiments .  This  smaller,  more  mobile  formation  could, 

if  necessary,  operate  as  three  independent  infantry-artillery  combat 

teams,  At  its  existing  strength  the  Army  could  field  at  moat  five  of  the 
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new  type  divisions  together  with  most  of  their  support  troops. 

The  experience  of  World  War  I  had  Impressed  upon  U.s.  Army  leaders 
the  Importance  of  large  scale  mobilization  of  Industry  to  support  the 
demands  of  total  war,  world  war  I  had  found  the  Army  unprepared  for  the 
enormous  problems  Involved  In  wartime  production  and  procurement.  In  the 
course  of  the  war,  the  War  Department's  archaic  and  inefficient  bureau 
system  had •  broken  down  and  reorganization  had  been  forced  on  the  Army  by 

the  President ,  acting  on  the  advice  of  business  leaders  like  Bernard 

a  .  54 
Baruch . 

Taking  account  of  this  experience,  the  Wational  Defense  Act  of  1920 
reorganized  the  War  Department*  i\  supply  and  purchasing  system  and  created 
the  post  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  War,  The  Assistant  Secretary  had 
responsibility  for  coordinating  War  Department  planning  for  supply  and 
procurement  In  the  event  of  war  and  supervised  the  various  bureaus 
Involved  in  those  activities.  In  1922,  an  Army-Navy  Munitions  Board  was 
created  to  coordinate  planning  between  the  services  and  two  years  later, 
the  Army  Industrial  College  opened  its  doors  to  train  military  and  naval 
officers  In  the  mysteries  of  finance,  procurement,  transportation,  and 
manufacturing . 


155 . 


Between  the  wars,,  Army  officers  and  civilian  industrialists 

cooperated  to  produce  a  number  of  “Industrial -Mobilization  plans "  under 

the  direction  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Mar.  In  their  final  form, 

the  plans  called  for  a  Mar  Resources  Administrator  Kith  broad  powers  to 

mobilize  the  economy  and  allocate  manpower  and  resources .  The  plana,  as 

such,  were  never  Implemented  but  the  years  of  lnterwar  planning  provided 

Invaluable  experience  for  military  officers  and  business  leaders  and 
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greatly  eased  the  transition  to  a  war  economy  after  1919 . 

Nevertheless,  Industrial  planning  In  the  lnterwar  period  failed  to 

address  certain  important  issues.  From  a  social  and  political  point  of 

view,  the  plans  contributed  nothing  toward  dealing  with  the  economic  and 

ethical  issue  of  excess,,  not  to  say  scandalous ,  wartime  profits  which 

invariably  accrued  to  the  largest  and  most  efficient  war  industries , 

From  a  strategic  point  of  view,  the  plans  were  deficient  in  failing  to 

address  the  question  of  gearing  military  planning  to  industrial  capacity. 

“Throughout  the  1920a  and  tho  1930s, “  writes  the  leading  student  of  the 

subject,  “the  Army's  command  structure  refused  to  acknowledge  that  supply 
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and  procurement  set  limits  for  tactics  and  strategy. “  ,  Although  Army 
supply  officers  sometimes  attempted  to  enlighten  the ir  colleagues , 
Industrialists  showed  little  Interest  in  this  critical  question  and 
played  little  part  In  the  debate.  Businessmen  were  far  too  preoccupied 
with  perfecting  the  details  of  Industrial  coordination  (and  insuring 
wartime  protltsl  to  worry  about  the  strategic  implications  of  Industrial 
mobilization . 57 

Because  of  the  United  States'  long-standing  policy  of  avoiding 
military  alliances ,  the  issue  of  coordinating  and  Integrating  strategic 
objectives  with  allied  armed  forces  was  never  addressed  In  lnterwar 
planning.  The  sole  exception  occured  during  the  late  1930s  when  the 
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outbreak  of  the  Slno-Japanese  War  led  to  increasing  friction  between  **je 
V.S.  and  Japan  culminating  in  the  Panau  incident  in  late  193 7,  In  the 
wake  of  this  Incident,  Captain  Royal  B.  Ingersoll,  Chief  of  the  V.S. 
Navy's  War  Plans  Division ,  was  directed  Co  open  discussions  with  the 
British  Royal  Navy  on  cooperation  in  the  event  of  hostilities  with  Japan. 

Ingersoll  and  his  British  counterparts  had  relatively  little  diffi¬ 
culty  in  agreeing  upon  a  common  strategy,  Yet,  since  neither  government 
could  say  with  assurance  how,  when,  or  under  what  circumstances  it  might 

agree  to  go  to  war  against  the  common  enemy,  the  talks  had  little 
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immediate  practical  value  tor  planning  purposes,  They  did  help  to 

lay  the  foundations  for  British  American  military  cooperation  and  provided 

an  opportunity  for  exchange  of  ideas  but,  up  to  the  final  weeks  before 

Pearl  Harbor,  British  and  American  commanders  In  Bast  Asia  were  unable  to 

Integrate  totally  their  plans  and  preparations  because  of  continuing 
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uncertainty  about  what  the  U.S,  might  do, 

Because  of  Army  political  commitments  in  Bast  Asia,  the  United 
States  was  committed  to  a  strategic  plan  (War  Plan  Orange 1  which  did  not, 
and  could  not,  place  the  strengths  of  the  Army  and  Navy  against  the 
weaknesses  of  their  potential  adversary,  Japan,  Army  and  Navy  strategists 
were,  of  course ,  aware  of  this  shortcoming  In  the  orange  Plan,  but  naval 
strategists  had.  In  general,  avoided  any  suggestion  that  the  Plan  be 
drastically  modified  or  abandoned.  A  trans-Pacltlc  war,  as  embodied  in 
Orange,  provided  the  Navy  with  its  chief  mission  and  claim  on  the 
nation's  resources, 

Army  strategists  were  far  leas  reticent,  however.  The  most  vocal 
and  persistent  critic  of  the  Orange  Plan  was  Brig.  Gen,  Stanley  Bmblck, 
an  officer  with  long  experience  In  the  Philippines  who ,  in  the  mld-1930s, 
was  Chief  of  the  War  Plans  Dlvlson,  Bmblck  argued  thdt  the  American  line 


257. 


of  defense  should  be  pushed  back  to  the  triangle  formed  by  Alaska , 
Hawaii,  and  Panama.  The  Phlllpplneswere  indefensible  and  an  Indefensible 
base  was  an  Invitation  to  disaster.60  Bmbick's  chief  planner ,  Col. 
Walter  Krueger ,  argued  that  the  Philippines  were  of  no  great  strategic , 
economic ,  and  political  benefit  to  the  U.S.  and  that  attempts  to 
maintain  American  interests  and  the  "open  door"  in  China  were  outdated 
and  quixotic ,6* 

Despite  such  arguments.  Army  and  Navy  loaders  felt  obliged  to 
continue  to  plan  for  the  defense  of  the  Philippines  because  national 
policy  seemed  to  require  it.  Military  professionals  in  the  lnterwar 
period  believed  it  to  be  their  duty  to  refrain  from  attempting  to  remake 
policy,  whatever  they  might  think  of  It. 


America/)  leaders  of  the  Interwar  Army  and  Navy  Hell  understood  the 

principle  of  integrating  the  many  different  types  of  weapons ,  arms ,  and 

units  for  mutual  support  on  the  battlefield.  As  an  Army  general  staff 

memo  declared ,  "experience  has  shown  that  combined  employment  of  a  11  arms 
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is  essential  for  success." 

The  problem  lay  in  deciding  what  types  of  missions  would  bo 

assigned  to  the  various  different  units  and  weapons  systems ,  or ,  put 

another  way,  who  supports  whom ?  Did  tanks  support  infantry  or  did 

Infantry  screen  tanks ;  would  " the  bomber  always  get  through"  of  could  a 

well -organized  fighter  defense  stop  it;  were  carrier  to  provide 

reconnaissance  and  spotting  for  the  battlefleet  or  we: -3  they  an  offensive 

element  of  their  own?  The  Army  memo,  referred  to  above,  asserted  that 

"recent  operations  abroad  have  shown  that  the  combatant  arms  will  fight 
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In  their  traditional  roles." 

For  the  Army  the  major  questions  were  the  role  to  be  played  by  the 
new  motorized  and  mechanized  vehicles  which  were  then  becoming  available, 
particularly  the  tank  and  other  combat  vehicles ,  and  by  that  revolutionary 
new  weapon,  the  airplane.  During  the  years  191B-1920,  the  U.S.  Army  had 
Included  a  separate  Tank  Corps,  many  of  whose  leaders  advocated  an 
Independent  role  for  tanks  as  an  Instrument  to  achieve  decisive  break¬ 
through,  pursuit,  and  exploitation  in  future  battles.  These  were  ideas 
similar  to  those  held  by  d.F.C.  Fuller  and  his  followers  In  the  British 
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Army , 
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The  National  Defense  Act  brought  this  trend  of  development  to  a 
screeching  halt  by  abolishing  the  Tank  Corps  and  assigning  tanks 
exclusively  to  the  infantry,  This  organizational  arrangement  meant  In 
the  words  of  the  Army's  official  history  that  tanks  " were  regarded  solely 
as  support  for  the  riflemen  in  attacks,  Infantry  concepts  In  their  use 
necessarily  predominated ,"65 

During  the  late  1920s ,  Secretary  of  War  Dwight  Davis,  Impressed  by 
a  visit  to  the  British  Bxperlmental  Mechanized  Force,  encouraged  the  U.S . 
Army  to  develop  a  similar  unit .  After  a  rocky  start,  the  American 
mechanized  force  gradually  evolved  Into  a  mechanized  cavalry  regiment, 
then  Into  the  7th  Cavalry  Brigade  (mechanized) ,  equipped  with  cavalry 
tanks,  labeled  "combat  cars"  to  comply  with  the  dictum  of  the  1920  Act 
which  assigned  "tanks"  only  to  Infantry,  tinder  the  leadership  of  Col, 
Adna  R ,  Chaffee,  Jr  the  mechanized  cavalry  made  considerable  progress  In 
the  development  of  armored  warfare  tactics  and  concepts.  Yet  attention 
continued  to  bn  focused  on  fulfilling  a  traditional  role,  in  this  case 
the  reconnaissance  and  exploitation  role  of  cavalry. 

Unlike  the  Tank  Corps  the  Army  Air  Corps  managed  Co  survive  and 
develop  as  a  distinct  organization  during  the  1920s  and  1930s,  Aviation 
was  a  far  more  Interesting  and  controversial  subject,  both  to  the  public 
and  the  military,  than  was  mechanization .  General  William  Mitchell,  the 
articulate  and  colorful  spokesman  for  an  independent  air  service,  kept 
the  subject  before  the  public  eye  as  did  the  spectacular  exploits  of 
American  and  foreign  aviators  in  the  areas  of  exploration,  long-distance 
flight,  tnd  aerial  racing,  claims  and  counterclaims  about  aerial  warfare 
continued  to  make  good  new  stories.  Between  1919  and  2935  no  less  than 
fifteen  different  government  boards  and  committees  were  established  to 
wrestle  with  the  question  of  the  proper  role  and  organization  of  aviation 
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In  the  nation's  defense  establishment, 

The  basic  question ,  as  Air  Corps  Major  Harold  George  phrased  it, 

was  whether  “the  advent  of  air  power  has  brought  Into  existence  a  method 

for  the  prosecution  of  war  Which  has  revolutionized  that  art,  and  given 

air  forces  a  strategical  objective  independent  of  either  land  or  naval 

forces,  the  attainment  of  which  might,  in  itself  ,  accomplish  the  purpose 
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of  war,"  The  answer  of  George  and  his  fellow  theorists  at  the  Air 
Corps  Tactical  School  was  on  emphatic  "yes."  The  development  of  the  fast 
multi-engine  all-metal  bomber  and  the  amazingly  accurate  Norden  bomb 
sight  appeared  to  open  the  way  for  the  Air  Corps  to  carry  out  i  es 
independent  mission  of  leap  t logging  deadlocked  armies  to  strike  at  the 
"vital  centers "  of  the  enemy. 

Pursuit  of  such  an  independent  "strategic*  mission  naturally  led 

not  toward  planning  for  use  of  airpower  as  part  of  an  Integrated  combined 

arms  team  but  away  form  It,  Air  Corps  thinkers  resisted  concepts  or 

doctrines  which  threatened  to  tie  aviation  to  the  support  of  ground 

operations .  Students  at  the  Air  corps  Tactical  school  in  the  1930s  were 

Cold  that  the  use  of  all  offensive  aircraft  in  independent  air  operations 

would  best  "further  the  success  of  ground  forces  because  their  purpose  is 
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to  weaken  the  enemy's  material  and  moral  capacity." 

Ground  forces  were,  in  any  case,  a  poor  target  for  aerial  attacks 

since  "a  properly  organized  attack  on  front  line  objectives  cannot  be 
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denied  In  any  event."  Ground  troops  In  future  wars  would  have  to 

rely  on  "passive  measures  of  defense  to  force  the  enemy  to  attack  at  low 
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altitudes *  where  he  would  be  vulnerable  to  anti-aircraft  weapons. 

Whether  aviation  could  properly  defend  anything  was  the  subject  of 
considerable  controversy  within  the  Air  Corps.  Major  Claire  Lee 
Chennault,  head  of  the  Pursuit  Section  of  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School 


argued  that  the  newest  bombers  appea red  Inv  inci b  le  only  because  Am, 'C  lean 

fighter a  we.ro  obsolescent.  Modern  high  performance  monoplane  fighters 

together  with  central ixed  fighter  control  and  an  efficient  early  warning 
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system  could  mount  an  effective  defense  against  any  type  of  air  attack. 

Chennault'  s  views  were  far  from  representative  of  most  Air  Corps 

leaders ,  however .  A  survey  of  Air  Corps  chinking  "a a  to  the  efficacy  of 

pursuit  and  anti  aircraft  artillery "  found  that  " the  trend  is  toward  {the 
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Italian  air  power  extremist J  Do uhet."  Air  Corps  chief  General  Oscar 

Westover  declared  fighters  to  be  unnecessary  altogether  observing  that 

"high  speed  and  otherwise  high  performance  bombardment  aircraft  together 

with  reconnal sance  planes  of  superior  speed  will  suffice  for  defense  of 
7 1 

the  country . " 

The  Navy  no  less  than  the  Army  was  obliged  to  com,'  to  terms  with 
aviation.  With  some  difficulty  the  airplane  was  Integrated  into  the 
traditional  concept  of  naval  warfare.  This  concep.  >  .ninued  to  center 
around  the  battleship  as  the  most  powerful  and  indlspentilble  element  of  a 
“balanced  fleet."  Phrases  mica  as  “ the  lire  action  of  the  Hattie  hint1, 
by  reason  of  Its  power,  dominates “  and  “the  dominating  phase  In  battle  Is 

the  gun  fight  betwi'en  the  heavy  ships “  continue  to  bo  found  In  naval 
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doctrinal  literature  throughout  the  Interwar  period. 

Nevertheless,  naval  aviation  was  recognized  as  having  Important 
uses  In  scouting  and  in  gunfire  spot  ting .  since  most  modern  battleships 
could  open  fire  at  over  J 0,000  yards  when  their  targets  were  still  below 
the  horizon,  this  last  function  was  especially  Important.  In  addition, 
naval  tacticians  recognized  that  bombing  planes  could  attack  and  destroy 
enemy  ships. 

Yet  aerial  bombing  and  torpedo  attacks  were  viewed  as  otic  part  of  d 
single  integrated  battle  between  surface  ships.  "In  d  tgplcal  fleet: 
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action"  (as  described  by  Commander  John  H .  Towers ,  submarines  and  mine¬ 
layers  are  disposed  to  intercept  the  enemy ;  carriers  follow  the  battle 
divisions  closely,  ready  to  launch  planes  and  take  up  position  on 
disengaged  side  of  the  battleline,  Carriers  may  also  be  pushed  out  a head 

to  wear  down  the  enemy  main  body  but  such  an  attack  would  not  be  effective 
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as  an  attack  during  the  main  engagement . "  As  late  as  1940  the  Naval 

Har  College  was  pointing  out  that  "it  takes  108  planes  to  carry  as  many 

large  torpedoes  as  one  squadron  of  destroyers  and  1200  to  carry  as  many 
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large  bombs  or  large  projectiles  as  one  battleship.* 

Like  the  Air  Corps,  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  was  absorbed  in  the 

development  of  a  new  type  of  warfare.  yet  because  amphibious  warfare 

unavoidably  required  the  support  of  other  arms  and  services,  Marine  Corps 

amphibious  doctrine  perforce  devoted  a  great  deal  of  attention  to  the 

integration  of  all  arms  and  services.  With  the  establishment  of  the 

Fleet  Marine  Force  in  1933 ,  and  the  reorientation  of  the  Marine  Corps 

schools  at  Quantico  toward  landing  operations ,  the  Harlne  Corps  was 

committed  to  the  mission  of  seizing  naval  bases  and  other  strategic 
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points  by  assault  from  the  sea.  The  Tentative  Manual  for  Landing 

Operations ,  published  by  the  Marine  Corps  Schools  in  1934,  devoted 

considerable  attention  to  the  integration  of  naval  gunnery,  aviation,  and 
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ground  forces  all  in  support  of  the  amphibious  landing. 

A  general  appraisal  of  operational  developments  during  the  interwar 
years  thus  tends  to  suggest  that  the  Army  overemphasized  the  central  role 
of  foot  infantry  and  neglected  the  role  of  tanks  and  mechanization;  that 
the  Navy  overemphasized  the  big-gun  battleship  at  the  expense  of  aviation, 
anti -submarine,  and  amphibious  warfare ,  and  that  the  semi -autonomous  Army 
Air  Corps  tended  to  overemphasize  bombing  at  the  expense  of  air  defense 
and  ground  support  roles,  Only  the  Marine  Corps ,  with  a  narrowly  defined 
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mission ,  total] y  dependent  on  the  1  argot  services  for  support ,  appears  to 

have  emphasized  a  balanced  all -arms  approach  to  combat. 

Yet  there  are  good  reasons  for  the  apparently  short-sighted 

decisions  and  policies  of  the  services  in  the  lnterwar  period.  The  1920s 

and  1930s  were  a  period  of  rapid  and  continuous  changes  In  many  different 

fields  of  military  technology.  Yet  the  economic  austerity  of  the  period 

usually  prevented  the  services  from  acquiring  a  s-ifflclent  number  of  new 

weapons  systems  or  testing  them  extensively  enough  to  gain  an  accurate 

Idea  of  their  real  effectiveness .  The  continued  availability  of  large 

quantl ties  of  World  War  I  era  equipment  left  over  from  that  conflict  made 

the  acquisition  and  testing  of  new  weapons  appear  wasteful  and  redundant, 

In  the  case  of  tanks  for  example ,  many  models  were  left  over  from 

World  War  I.  A  new  tank  cost  $36,000,  in  an  era  when  the  annuaJ  approptl - 
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ation  for  tank  development  averaged  around  $60,000  a  year.  In 

addition,  money  spent  on  mechanization  or  aircraft  had  to  come  out  of  the 

hide  of  some  other  component  of  the  Army,  thus  ‘ unbalancing "  the  total 

force.  The  Air  Corps  Act  of  1928 ,  intended  to  strengthen  the  air  arm , 

actually  reduced  the  efficiency  of  the  rest  of  the  Army  since  the  War 

Department  was  obliged  to  deactivate  five  Infantry  battalions  to  find  the 

BO 

men  for  the  increases  mandated  in  the  air  corps 

A  similar  case  prevailed  in  regard  to  naval  aviation.  The  only 
sure  way  to  determine  the  proper  role  of  this  new  arm  was  through 
extensive  experimentation  and  experience  with  various  types  of  carriers 
and  aircraft.  Treaty  limitations  and  budget  restrictions ,  however , 
severely  restricted  the  number  of  ships  and  aircraft  that  would  be 
procured.  Also  a  carrier  took  a  long  time  to  build.  The  first  American 
warship  built  as  an  aircraft  carrier  from  the  keel  up,  the  Hanger .  was 
designed  before  much  had  been  learned  from  the  operations  of  the 
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texlnaton  and  Saratoga ■  The  Ranger ' a  successor  ships,  York  town  and 
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Enterprise ,  had  to  he  designed  before  the  Ranger  was  even  launched . 
Mavai  aircraft  were  improving  rapidly  during  the  late  1930's;  but  they 
had  also  proved  highly  dependent  on  good  weather  and  visibility .  Tactics 
that  were  to  prove  decisive  in  the  air  sea  battles  of  the  1940s  appeared 
impossible  with  the  aircraft  and  equipment  of  the  1930s. 

While  American  military  leaders  readily  accepted  (at  least  in 

principle )  the  concept  of  integration  of  all  arm  wi thin  a  service,  there 

was  relatively  Jittie  Interest  in,  or  desire  for  integration  or  close 

coordination  between  the  services.  The  War  and  Wavy  Department  doctrinal 

publication  Joint  Action  of  the  Armu  and  Navy,  prepared  by  the  Joint  Army 

Navy  Board  and  revised  periodically  throughout  the  1920s  and  1930s, 

recognized  only  three  types  of  operations  as  requiring  coordination i 

"Joint  overseas  movements " landing  attacks  against  shore  objectives'' 

and  “coastal  frontier  defense . "  The  primary  consideration  in  Joint 

Action  of  the.  Alrmu  and  Navy  and  in  most  other  contemporary  discussions  of 

multi- serv.ce  operations  was  not  so  much  to  ensure  the  closest  possible 

Integration  and  coordination  of  the  services  Involved  but  rather  to 
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" minimize  overlap  and  duplication "  in  the  operations  of  the  services. 

In  practice,  the  subject  of  Joint  overseas  movement  received  little 
attention ,  while  preparation,  location,  and  training  for  landing  attacks 
against  shore  objectives  was  left  largely  to  the  Marine  Corps ,  Marine 
Corps  involvement  in  amphibious  warfare  was  not  so  much  the  result  of 
conscious  decisions  by  the  Army,  Navy  or  civilian  authorities  as  it  was 
the  product  of  the  initiative  of  Marine  Corps  leaders  who  saw  their  best 
chance  for  organizational  survival  and  growth  in  this  type  of  mission. 
The  state  of  lnterservlce  politics  ensured,  as  Marine  General  Rufus  Lane 
observed  in  1923 ,  that  the  marines  could  be  confident  of  being  left  alone 
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to  develop  Amphibious  warfare  because  the  Navy  would  never  assign  its 

ships'  crews  to  such  activities  and  the  Army  would  never  allocate  troops 
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to  train  with  the  Navy,  Sven  in  the  case  of  the  Marine  Corps  the 

Navy  was  generally  unwilling  to  make  available  sufficient  transports  and 

$4 

small  boats  tor  amphibious  exercises. 

Joint  exercises,  involving  Army ,  Navy  and  Air  Corps  units,  were 
held  occasionally  but  the  results  were  unimpressive .  Confusion,  lack  of 
coordination,  and  frequent  breakdowns  in  communications  characterized 
moat  of  these  attempts.  As  an  Air  Corps  officer  observed  after  one  such 
exercise,  * In  the  military  services,  taken  separately,  years  of  indoctrin¬ 
ation  and  background  enable  them  to  act  in  mutual  support  of  each  other 
--  even  though  the  operation  may  have  had  no  previous  preparation.  Nhen 
the  military  services  are  acting  in  a  Joint  operation  there  has  not  been 

sufficient  previous  indoctrination  and  training  to  produce  a  completely 

8S 

smooth  coordination.'' 

\ 

The  most  abysmal  failures  in  lnterservlce  coordination  and  Integra 
tlon  were  in  the  venerable  field  of  coastal  defense.  The  coastal  defense 
mission  of  the  armed  forces  dated  from  the  earliest  years  of  the  republic. 
Prior  to  World  War  I  the  division  of  responsibility  for  this  mission  had 
been  clear  enough,  The  Navy  would  attack  and  seek  to  destroy  hostile 
fleets  or  raiders  at  sea  while  the  Army  would  deal  with  any  attacking 
seaborne  forces  that  came  within  range  of  its  shore  guns  or  attempted  to 
stage  a  landing, 

The  introduction  of  the  airplane,  however,  threw  this  neat  division 
of  labor  into  confusion ,  Army  and  Navy  leaders  consistently  disagreed 
over  such  questions  as  whether  the  Navy  should  be  permitted  to  operate 
reconnaissance  and  strike  aircraft  from  land-bases ,  and  whether  Army 
aircraft  should  operate  against  targets  far  out  to  sea.  Army  Air  Corps 
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partisans  claimed  that  land  based  bombers  could  deal  with  attacking 
fleets  more  effectively  and  decisively  than  the  Navy.  General  Billy 
Mitchell's  spectacular  battleship  bombings  of  the  early  1920s  were 
Intended  to  make  this  point  to  the  public. 

Haggling  continued  for  almost  a  decade  with  the  Army  claiming  the 

sole  authority  to  operate  planes  from  the  land,  the  Navy  claiming  the 

sole  responsibility  for  all  air  operations  over  the  sea  and  the  Air  Corps 

arguing  that  the  entire  coastal  defense  mission  must  bo  allocated  to 

them.  A  short-lived  informal  understanding  between  Chief  of  Naval 

Operations  Admiral  Vi 2 J i dm  V.  Pratt  and  Army  chief  of  Staff  General 

Douglas  MacArthur  which  appeared  Co  allocate  a21  naval  aircraft  to  the 

support  of  the  fleet  and  leave  coastal  defense  to  the  Army  was  followed 

by  renewed  bickering,  By  tbn*  mid- 1930s  Air  Corps  was  planning  and 

training  for  attacks  on  enemy  vessels  independent  of  either  the  Army  or 

the  fleet.  The  193 S  version  of  the  Joint  Action  of  the  Armu  and  Nava 

gave  exclusive  Jurisdiction  to  no  single  service  but  attempted  to  define 

situations  In  which  one  service  or  the  other  would  have  " paramount 

Interest . "  Yet  the  arremgements  outlined  In  Joint  Action  were  so  complex 

and  ambiguous  as  to  preclude  any  real  coordination  or  Integration  of 
06 

effort. 

As  air  defense  replaced  coast  defense  as  a  leading  concern  at  the 
end  of  the  1930s  a  similar  muddle  prevailed  as  to  responsibilities.  As 
late  as  November  1941  the  Army  and  Navy  were  still  haggling  over  a  common 
plan  for  the  defense  of  the  Nest  Coast  and  three  weeks  before  the  attack 
on  Pearl  Harbor ,  the  Joint  Board  reported  that  a  unified  defense 
arrangement  for  Hawaii  was  undesirable  because  of  the  difficulty  of 
determining  “In  advance  when  hostilities  will  begin  and  the  nature  and 
extent  of  operations .  For  that  reason  It  is  difficult  to  foresee  which 
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service  wiii  piay  the  major  part  In  the  defense  and  wi2i  have  primary 
87 

Interest. ‘ 

The  physical  mobility  of  the  Army  and  Navy  In  the  interwar  period 

was  severely  limited  by  the  conditions  already  described.  At  the 

Intellectual  level ,  however,  the  armed  forces  displayed  an  Impressive 

degree  of  originality  and  flexibility  In  adapting  new  weapons  and 

technology  to  fulfill  their  traditional  missions  and  acquire  new  ones. 

There  were  conservatives  and  downright  mossbacks  like  General  John  K. 

Herr,  the  Chief  of  Cavalry,  in  the  1930s ,  who  reputedly  declaimed  "not 
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one  horse  will  I  give  up"  for  mechanization.  Yet  the  armed  services 

also  produced  Important  Innovations  In  organizations  and  tactics.  The 

development  of  basic  concepts ,  tactics,  and  techniques  of  aerial  warfare 
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at  the  Air  Corps  Tactical  School  during  the  1930s  is  one  example. 

Another  is  the  contemporary  development  by  the  Marine  Corps  of  amphibious 

doctrine  at  Quantlco,  the  establishment  of  the  Fleet  Marine  Force,  and 
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the  production  of  the  first  "Tentative  Manual  for  Landing  Operations . " 
still  another  is  the  development  of  mechanized  warfare  principles  and 
techniques  by  officers  like  Adna  A.  Chaffee  and  other  cavalry  officers  at 
Ft.  Knox  during  the  1930s. 

These  developments  were  paralleled  by  equally  Important  advances  in 

fire  direction  techniques  at  the  Field  Artillery  School  at  Ft.  Sill 

during  the  1930s.  The  development  of  a  modern  fire  direction  center 

together  with  a  forward  observer  system  utilizing  new  and  more  effective 

fixing  charts  and  improved  communications  enabled  American  artillery  to 

mass  fires  quickly  and  accurately  on  a  target.  By  the  end  of  the  1930s, 

several  battalions  of  field  artillery  could  open  surprise  massed  fires  on 
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a  target  within  three  minutes  of  receiving  data  from  a  forward  observer. 
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All  of  these  Innovative  developments  were  brought  about  by  officers 
working  with  severely  limited  resources .  The  weapons  and  equipment  for 
which  they  were  developing  operational  doctrine  often  existed  only  in 
rudimentary  form  or  had  not  even  been  designed,  Yet  their  work  laid  the 
foundation  for  the  great  campaigns  of  the  1940s,  indeed ,  without  these 
efforts,  the  success  of  the  U.S,  armed  forces  In  World  War  II  would 
probably  have  been  Impossible, 

Like  other  aspects  of  the  U.S,  armed  forces ,  support  activities 
especially  maintenance  and  supply  suffered  from  a  paucity  of  resources 
during  the  Interw&r  years.  Even  more  detrimental  was  the  attitude  of 
senior  Army  and  Navy  leaders  toward  the  combat  service  support  function. 
Although  officers  In  the  supply  and  technical  bureaus  were  aware  of  the 
Importance  of  logistics  In  warfare,  leaders  of  the  combat  services  were 
not.  The  remark  attributed  tc  Admiral  Ernest  J,  King,  mI  don't  know  what 
this  'logistics'  Is  that  Marshall  Is  always  talking  about  --  but  I  want 
some  of  itr ,  may  bo  apocryphal  but  it  accurately  represents  the  outlook 
of  many  senior  Army  and  Navy  commanders. 

The  consequences  of  this  attitude  can  be  most  clearly  seen  in  the 
Pacific  theaters  during  World  War  II,  The  progress  of  the  campaigns  In 
the  central  and  southwest  Pacific  depended  largely  on  the  successive 
capture  and  development  of  air  bases.  Thus  the  Pacific  War  was  an 
engineer  and  construction  war  as  well  as  a  naval,  air  and  amphibious 
war.  Yet,  theater  commanders,  with  a  poor  understanding  of  the  role  of 
service  and  support  personnel,  were  usually  unwilling  to  sacrifice  scarce 
shipping  space  for  combat  troops  to  make  room  for  service  forces.  The 
net  result  was  chronic  shortage  of  service  troops  In  the  Pacific 
theaters.  As  the  Army's  official  historians  observe,  " The  shortage  of 
port  battalions  contributed  to  every  Instance  of  ship  congestion;  the 
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shortage  of  guar  ter -mas  ter  troops  to  every  instance  of  spoiled  rations ; 

Chat  of  engineer  troops  to  every  instance  of  failure  to  build  airfields , 
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roads ,  and  other  facilities  on  time." 

of  the  /ion -logistic  support  services ,  the  most  capable  were 
undoubtedly  the  Intelligence  organisations  --  specifically  the  comunica- 
tlons  intelligence  organizations  --  of  the  Army  and  Navy.  Beginning  in 
the  1920s j  the  two  services  made  rapid  strides  in  all  fields  of  communi¬ 
cations  intelligence,  particularly  code-breaking.  Their  beat  known 
achievement  is,  of  course,  the  breaking  of  the  Japanese  "purple" 
diplomatic  cypher.  This  was  the  work  of  an  Army  Signal  Intelligence 
Service  team  headed  by  Colonel  William  F,  Friedman,  with  cooperation  and 
support  by  the  Navy,  However,  there  wore  other  important  developments  as 
well,  During  the  1920a,  the  Navy's  Communication  Security  Unit,  or 
OP-20-G,  under  Commander  Laurence  F,  Safford,  established  radio  surveil¬ 
lance  units  throughout  the  Pacific  and,,  by  the  late  1930s,  was  publishing 

a  weekly  "Summary  of  Radio  Intelligence "  which  reported  on  information 
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gained  concerning  Japanese  naval  activities 

rn  terms  of  operational  concepts,  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps  were 

fairly  well  prepared  for  the  war  they  would  fight  against  Japan  In  the 

1940s .  Nearly  twenty  years  of  fleet  maneuvers  and  war  games  at  the  Naval 

War  College  had  helped  to  identify  and  refine  the  operational  concepts 

which  would  be  required  to  achieve  the  strategic  objective  of  defeating 

Japan.  By  the  early  1920s,  most  knowledgeable  Navy  strategists  recognized 

that  a  war  with  Japan  would  be  a  protracted  one.  U.S,  forces  could  be 

expected  to  reach  the  Philippines ,  not  in  sixty  to  ninety  days,  but  in 
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two  to  four  years.  Experience  in  scores  of  Naval  War  College  games 
had  illustrated  the  necessity  for  a  step-by-step  approach  through  the 
island  chains  of  the  central  Pacific.  Even  many  of  the  details  of 
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amphibious  campaigns  such  as  close  alt  support ,  specialized  landing  craft, 
and  naval  gunfire  were  anticipated  on  the  game  boards  at  Newport.95 

Whether  these  concepts  placed  American  strengths  against  Japanese 
weaknesses  Is  a  cloudier  question.  As  it  turned  out ,  they  did,  since  the 
Japanese  allowed  themselves  to  be  drawn  piecemeal  into  a  hopeless  war  of 
attrition  and  since  the  island  fortresses  which  the  U.S.  was  attacking 
were  easily  Isolated  and  subjected  to  massive  air  and  naval  power.  Yet, 
American  strategists  conceived  the  lsland-to-lsland  advance  more  as  a 
measure  of  necessity  than  as  a  wise  strategic  ploy  to  bleed  the  Japanese. 
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xv.  BtlastAmau. 


Since  the  U.S.  Army  end  Navy  engaged  in  no  large-scale  military 
operations  against  a  major  power  in  the  period  1919  to  1919,  observations 
about  their  tactical  effecfci veness  must  be  highly  speculative .  For  the 
most  part,  this  section  will  discuss  tactical  developments  which  appear 
to  have  Influenced  Army,  Navy  and  Air  Force  performance  in  World  war  IX. 
Even  in  this  case,  conclusions  must  bo  highly  tentative  since  wartime 
experience  quickly  modified  many  prewar  tactical  concepts  or  gave  birth 
to  new  ones. 

Since  the  U.S.  Army  and  Air  Corps  lacked  a  well-defined  strategic 
objective  in  the  interwar  period,  the  extent  to  which  their  tactical 
approaches  were  consistent  with  their  strategic  objectives  remains  mute. 
The  Navy,  which  had  boon  preparing  tor  a  Pacific  war  against  Japan  for 
two  decades,  had  developed  a  body  of  tactical  concepts  highly  consistent 
with  strategic  objective  which  was  to  defeat  Japanese  seapower  and  drive 
the  Japanese  from  the  Philippines .  Naval  thinking  had  held  that  this 
would  require  a  large  scale  engagement ,  or  series  of  engagements,  with 
the  Japanese  fleet  and  seizure  of  bases  in  the  central  or  southern 
Pacific.  The  Navy's  tactics,  which  emphasized  engagements  between 
opposing  battlefleets ,  were  consistent  with  this  concept. 

Naval  maneuvers  of  the  1930s  were  rigorous  and  realistic.  An  Army 
officer  who  attended  the  1935  maneuvers  or  " Fleet  problem ",  reported  that 
* The  fleet  operated  as  if  war  conditions  existed.  The  crews  were 
constantly  at  battlestatlons ,  ships  darkened  at  night,  radio  silence. 
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destroyers  fueled  at  sea  from  larger  ships .  Steaming  at  night  with  no 

lights  made  heavy  demands  on  the  Judgement  and  skills  of  commanders  of 

all  grades  ...  planes  were  catapulted  from  battleships  and  carriers 

without  any  particular  regard  to  weather,  frequently  when  the  sea  was  so 
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rough  it  was  difficult  to  see  how  they  could  be  recovered  ...  . * 

Vet  naval  exercises,  planning,  and  war  gaming ,  by  emphasising 

engagements  between  opposing  battlefleets,  somewhat  like  the  Battle  of 

Jutland  in  World  War  I,  left  insufficient  scope  for  the  development  of 

.air  and  submarine  tactics.  They  also  gave  inadequate  attention  Co  night 

fighting,  at  which  the  Japanese  excelled. 

The  Army ,  between  the  wars ,  had  never  really  made  a  choice  between 

a  doctrine  of  applying  mass  and  overwhelming  power  Co  crush  the  enemy  and 

a  doctrine  which  emphasised  mobility  and  maneuver.  The  Field  Service 

Peculations  (Tentative)  Operations  (FH  100- 5)  tended  to  emphasize  mass, 

firepower  and  the  annihilation  of  the  enemy's  force*.  They  contained 

such  sentences  as:  “The  ultimate  objective  is  the  destruction  ot  the 

enemy's  armed  forces  in  battle, *  and  “An  objective  may  sometimes  bo 

attained  through  maneuver  alone ;  ordinarily  it  must  be  gained  through 
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batCie. " 

On  the  other  hand,  advocates  of  flexibility,  speed,  and  maneuver 

had  their  views  embodied  in  another  doctrinal  publication,  Manua 1  for 

Commanders  of  Large  Uni ts ,  Major  General  George  A.  Lynch,  Chief  of 

Infantry,  referred  to  "the  glaring  inconsistencies  in  doctrine “  between 

the  two  publications  in  a  speech  to  the  Command  and  General  Staff  College 

in  1939.  “Those  two  documents , "  he  argued,  “are  based  upon  two  distinct 

9Q 

military  philosophies  as  opposite  as  night  and  day."  General  Lynch 
himself  belonged  to  the  maneuver  school  and  denounced  those  “who  want  to 
organize  an  Army  on  the  basis  of  globular  masses  raCber  than  as  an 
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Integration  of  individuals’’  and  wished  to  ” reduce  the  human  element  to  a 
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material  factor  ...  make  the  man  an  adjunct  of  the  weapon 

Russell  F,  Weigley  points  out  that ,  while  the  tactical  concepts 
which  the  Army  followed  in  World  War  II  emphasized  the  principle  of 
applying  mass,  overwhelming  power  to  crush  the  enemy  in  protracted  battle , 
the  American  Army  entered  the  war  with  weapons  and  equipment  more  suited 
to  the  tactics  of  mobility  and  maneuver.  Thus,  American  tanka  and  tank 
destroyers  were  light  and  fast ,  but  undergunned  and  poorly  protected, 
This  classic  mismatch  between  tactical  concepts  and  operational  capabili¬ 
ties, ,  Weigley  suggests ,  was  to  cause  major  problems  in  the  1944-194 5 
campaigns  in  northwest  Europe.1^0 

As  has  already  been  made  clear ,  both  the  Army  and  Navy  recognized 

and  accepted  the  concept  of  integration  of  all  arms,  Yet,  they  tended  to 

believe  that  arms  and  units  would  continue  to  be  employed  more  or  less  as 

they  had  in  World  War  I,  Thus,  the  Army's  1938  guidance  on  ” employment 

of  mechanized  wilts”  discussed  the  ” combined  employment,  of  all  arms "  but 

”ln  their  traditional  roles, meaning  that  foot  Infantry  would 

predominate  and  other  arms  act  in  support, 

Similarly ,  the  Navy  embraced  the  concept  of  'the  balanced  fleet" 

which  called  for  the  orderly  development  of  a  number  of  different  ship 

types.  Yet,  "however  the  balance  was  struck  the  battleship  remained  the 
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weightiest  element.”  That  the  battleship  had  been  displaced  as 

"balancer”  by  other  types  did  not  Lecomv  apparent  until  well  after  2939. 

The  Air  Corps  made  little  attempt  to  maintain  a  "balanced  force” 

but  put  most  of  its  severely  limited  funds  into  bombers ,  The  result  was 

that  Its  advanced  modern  bombers  far  outperformed  its  old ,  mediocre 

fighters,  giving  Air  Corps  leaders  a  false  idea  of  the  relative 
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effect! venejs  of  fighter  defenses  against  bombing. 


174. 


Neither  the  U.S.  Army  nor  the  Navy  put  much  emphasis  on  surprise 
and  rapid  exploitation  of  opportunities .  Naval  thinking  trad! tlonally 
emphasized  the  Importance  of  large-scale  surface  engagements  between 
opposing  fleets.  In  such  situations  surprise  was  considered  mainly  In 
the  context  of  scouting  and  patrolling  to  locate  the  enemy's  seaborne 
forces  and  screen  ones  own  from  discovery. 

The  Army's  Field  Service  Regulations  recognized  " surprise  In  some 
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degree  as  necessary "  to  success  In  warfare.  yet  the  concept  of 

" surprise *  employed  was  a  rather  narrow  one.  Surprise  was  defined  as 
moving  forces  taster  than  expected ,  or  In  greater  numbers  than  expected, 
or  oyer  greater  distances  than  expected,  The  idea  that  surprise  might 
involve  deliberate  measures  to  deceive  or  mislead  the  enemy  was  almost 
wholly  absent  from  doctrinal  discussions , 

Because  knowledge  of  the  tactics  and  techniques  of  potential 
enemies  was  spotty  and  imprecise  during  the  lnterwar  period ,  U.S.  tactics 
were  seldom  developed  with  the  aim  of  exploiting  specific  enemy  vulncra 
billtles.  An  outstanding  exception,  however ,  was  in  the  area  of  fighter 
tactics.  Prior  to  the  U.S.  entry  Into  the  war,  Clare  L .  Chennault  of  the 
Army  Air  Corps  and  Lieutenant  Commander  James  B .  Thach  of  the  Navy 
developed  defensive  fighter  tactics  specifically  designed  to  deal  with 
the  threat  posed  by  better -performing  Japanese  Zeros ,  These  tactics  such 
as  " the  Thach  Weave"  were  designed  to  take  full  advantage  of  the  few 
superior  features  of  American  fighter  aircraft  and  nullify  those  of  the 
Japanese . 

Nevertheless ,  In  a  more  general  sense,  U.S.  tactics  did  aim  at  the 
goal  of  placing  strength  against  weakness,  nr  at  least  of  making  the  irtost. 
of  American  strengths ,  For.  example,  the  organization  of  infantry  units 
In  the  smaller  and  mure  flexible  regiments  of  the  new  " triangular " 
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divisions  was  designed  to  take  advantage  of  what  the  Army  believed  Co  be 
the  special  qualities  of  initiative  and  Intelligence  of  the  American 
soldier,  The  introduction  of  the  new  Garand  rifle  was  expected  to 
enhance  both  the  freedom  and  striking  power  of  the  individual  rifleman. 
As  Major  General  George  A.  Lynch ,  the  Chief  of  Infantry  put  it , 

We  ought  dcfln  tely  to  reject  the  theory  so  current  in 
many  armies,  that  a  rifle  company  is  merely  a  collection 
of  so  many  automatic  rifles  ...  .  We  want  the  man  in 

the  front  line  to  be  a  fiqhting  man  not  an  ammunition 
carrier.  We  want  him  to  feel  that  the  issue  of  combat, 
depends  on  his  personal  conduct.  The  semi-automatic 
rif2e  restores  the  Infantry  soldier's  ind  vldual. ity .  It 
gives  the  infantry  squad  a  fire  power  equal  to  or 
greater  than  that  of  any  other  Army.  At  the  same  time 
it  releases  the  soldiers  from  bondage  to  the  machine. 


It  makes  him 

again  a 

fighting 

man .  And 

in  spite  of 

mechanl ration 

that.  Is 

wha t  the 

Infantry 

soldier  must 

never  cease  to 

be.'105 

On  the  eve  of  World  War  II  American  military  leaders  were  well 

aware  that  their  forces  lacked  sufficient  training ,  adequate  experience,, 

and  organization  to  carry  out  the  operations  called  for  in  their  tactical 

system.  For  example,  although  the  Maxine  Corps  had  devoted  much  thought 

and  planning  to  amphibious  warfare,  the  <  :tual  maneuvers  and  training 

exercises  usuallg  produced  far  from  satisfactory  results  due  to  the 

unavailability  of  landing  craft ,  outmoded  equipment ,  lack  of 
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coordination.  Inexperienced  personnel ,  and  shortage  of  manpower . 


Joint  training  involving  Army  and  Marine  Corps  units  proved  even 
less  successful.  In  amphibious  maneuvers  at  Cape  Henry ,  Virginia,  in 
January  1942  involving  elements  of  the  U.S.  Army's  1st  Division,  m  the 
Navy  failed  to  provide  suitable  transports  or  combatant  vessels  and 
aircraft  vessels  had  not  practiced  shore  bombardment  in  the  last  year, 

naval  aircraft  were  untrained  for  cooperation  with  ground  troops,  and  the 
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Navy  failed  to  land  troops  on  the  designated  beaches 

The  Army  as  a  whole  had  had  no  real  large  scale  unit  training 
before  1940.  when  the  Army  held  its  "first  genuine  corps  and  Army 
maneuver  in  history"  in  August  1940  they  revealed  a  large  number  of 

shortcomings  ranging  from  deficient  small  unit  training  to  poor  signal 
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communications ,  to  inadequate  artillery  support.  As  for  the 

National  Guard  units,  they  were  characterized  by  observers  of  the 

maneuvers  as  In  need  of  " squad  and  platoon  problems  rather  than  division 

arid  corps  problems."  Moat  of  their  troops  required  at.  least  ninety  days 
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additional  basic  training. 

Tn  Louisiana  in  September  1941  the  Army  assembled  over  350,000  men 
for  the  largest  peacetime  maneuvers  in  U.S.  history.  These  maneuvers 
once  again  revealed  grave  weaknesses  in  areas  such  as  small  unit  tactics, 
reconnaissance .  communications ,  and  intelligence,  yet  the  maneuvers  did 
enable  Army  leaders  to  pinpoint  areas  where  additional  training  and 
practice  were  needed  and  to  evaluate  the  competence  and  ability  of  some 
of  the  services'  more  senior  leaders. 

Despite  their  inability  to  successfully  carry  out  large  scale  unit 
training,  the  armed  forces  did  succeed  In  training  a  core  of  elite  units 
and  specialists  such  as  pilots,  amphibious  forces,  code  breakers,  and 
paratroopers  who  were  to  prove  Invaluable  in  imparting  these  skills  to 
newer  entrants  and  serving  as  commanders  and  organizers . 
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An  exception  may  be  the  case  of  the  Navy's  submarine  commanders. 

Although  these  officers  were  all  carefully  selected  graduates  of  the 

Naval  Academy ,  and  many  had  years  of  experience ,  c  significant  number 

proved  unsuited  to  the  demands  of  commanding  a  submarine  on  extended  war- 
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time  patrols,  Almost  thirty  percent  of  all  submarine  commanders 

were  relieved  for  unfitness  or  lack  of  results  during  1942  and  an 
additional  fourteen  percent  were  relieved  for  these  same  reasons  during 
1942  and  1943. 111  On  the  other  hand ,  submarine  crews ,  in  general, 
proved  to  be  of  very  high  quality,  so  much  so  that  almost  fifty  percent 
of  the  initial  enlisted  force  had  become  officers  by  the  close  of  the 


The  u.s,  submarine  force  also  provides  a  good  example  of  an 
approach  to  training  Inconsistent  with  the  Navy's  tactical  system. 
Submarines  were  intended  to  act  as  a  tactical  arm  of  the  battle  fleet. 
They  would  lie  in  wait  across  the  enemy  fleet's  likely  avenues  of 
approach  or  outside  his  bases.  in  a  fleet  action ,  they  would  act  as 
underwater  ambushers,  attacking  the  enemy  battleline  from  below.  Yet 
prewar  training  of  submariners  was  conservative  and  unrealistic ,  and 
111 -prepared  them  for  either  the  role  envisioned  in  prewar  doctrine  or 
the  role  of  commerce  destroyers ,  which  they  would  adopt  after  Pearl 
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Harbor . 

Experience  .in  peacetime  maneuvers  had  given  Navy  leaders  an 
exaggerated  idea  of  the  vulnerability  of  submarines  to  detection  by 
destroyers  and  aircraft.  Destroyers  and  patrol  planes  had  little 
difficulty  detecting  submarines  at  periscope  depth  in  the  calm  seas  and 
excellent  sound  conditions  of  peacetime  maneuvers.  Submarine  c.ormanders 
were  chastised  for  being  caught  at  periscope  depth  and  encouraged  to  make 
"sound  attacks"  from  100  feet  or  more,  a  tactic  which  was  to  prove 
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totally  Ineffective  under  wartime  conditions .  Night  battle  practice  with 
submarines  was  avoided  as  too  deuigerous . *** 

A  contrasting  example  is  provided  by  the  experience  of  the 
mechanized  forces  between  the  wars.  Despite  severely  limited  equipment 
and  manpower  available  for  Army  maneuvers  between  the  wars ,  these 
maneuvers  clearly  demonstrated  the  practicability  and  utility  of 
mechanized  forces.  Experience  In  these  maneuvers  and  other  training 
exercises  clearly  demonstrated  the  potential  of  armored  forces  to  carry 
out  Independent  missions  as  well  as  fulfill  traditional  cavalry  missions 
In  a  manner  superior  to  horse  cavalry .^5 
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Introduction 


The  basic  problem  in  judging  the  effectiveness  of  Britain's  military 
institutions  between  the  two  world  wars  lies  in  the  catastrophes  of  1940 
and  1941.  It  is  almost  unavoidable  that  inadequacies  so  glaringly  exposed 
In  those  dismal  years  should  influence  Judgements  on  the  lost 1  tut. Ions 
that  had  evolved  military  policies  In  the  luterwar  period.  Yet  one  must 
temper  such  judgements  with  a  sense  of  the  limited  frameworx  which  society 
and  the  political  atmosphere  Imposed  on  Britain's  military  Institutions , 
Moreover ,  from  our  perspective  the  coming  war,  World  War  It,  is  of 
consuming  Interest,  but  for  those  who  r  policy  in  the  lnterwar  period, 
as  well  as  for  popular  opinion ,  the  dominating  concern  lay  In  the  horrors 
of  the  last  war. 

This  last  point  deserves  emphasis  In  the  1930s  it  was  difficult 
to  fo reave  a  major  war  against  any  of  Britain's  potential  opponents..  In 
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the  mid  to  late  1930s  memories  of  the  last  war  so  dominated  the  thinking 
of  politicians  and  population  alike  that  rearmament  In  the  face  of 
terrible  dangers  was  tardy,  ill  conceived,  and  in  general  unrealistically 
minimized  ( especially  for  the  army),  The  initial  reaction  to  victory  In 
1918  had  been  relief  and  pride  in  British  military  accomplishments .  fly 
the  1920s,  however,  popular  attitudes,  particularly  in  the  upper  and 
educated  classes,  had  shifted  to  a  fundamentally  pessimistic  assessment 
of  "victory."  It  became  commonplace  to  argue  that  little  separated  the 
lot  nf  the  victors  from  that  of  the  defeated  (an  assessment  not  shared  by 
those  across  the  North  Sea),  Mixed  in  with  a  revulsion  against  the  war 
was  a  simplistic  trust  in  the  efficacy  of  the  League  of  Nations .  Many 
believed  that  no  " rational “  statesman  would  embark  on  war  in  view  of  the 
horrors  of  World  War  I  and  that  all  International  conflicts  were  amenable 
to  negotiation  and  discussion,  In  the  1920s,  In  a  world  in  which  most 
great  powers  accepted  such  assumptions  and  where  those  that  did  not 
(namely  Germany  and  Russia)  did  not  possess  the  economic  or  military 
power  to  disturb  the  status  quo,  the  British  people  and  leaders  could 
afford  such  views  without  harmful  consequences  to  national  security,  In 
the  harder  world  of  the  1930s,  such  views  came  close  to  destroying  Great 
Britain  and  were  a  major  contributing  factor  to  the  catastrophes  of  1940 
and  1941. 

Beyond  the  terrible  shadow  cast  by  World  War  I,  one  must  also 
recognize  that  Britain's  economic  and  strategic  standing  had  undergone 
substantial  erosion  since  the  19th  Century's  days  of  "splendid  Isolation . 
World  War  I  had ,  of  course,  further  exacerbated  the  process  of  economic 
decline.  Britain  had  carried  much  of  the  economic  burden  of  the  war  at 
considerable  cost  to  herself.  Moreover ,  the  economic  distress  and 


troubles  of  the  1920s  heralded  the  collapse  of  the  great  depression.  For 
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a  nation  that  depended  on  trade  for  her  economic  viability ,  the  world's 
economic  climate  In  the  1920s  and  1930s  could  not  have  been  worse.  The 
silence  of  factory  closures,  long  lines  of  unemployed ,  and  the  empty 
slipways  of  the  Clyde  all  underlined  how  much  Britain's  position  had 
declined.  They  also  helped  to  center  the  national  attention  on  the 
social  and  domestic  Issues  of  the  day  and  distracted  even  the  politicians 
from  the  growing  dangers  on  the  International  scene.  As  Winston  Churchill 
warned  In  an  article  In  the  Dallu  Mall  In  the  summer  of  1934 : 

I  marvel  at  the  complacency  of  ministers  In  the  face  of 

the  frightful  experiences  through  which  we  have  all  so 

newly  passed.  I  look  with  wonder  upon  the  thoughtless 

crowds  disporting  themselves  In  the  summer  sunshine ,  and 

upon  this  unheeding  House  of  Commons ,  which  seems  to 

have  no  higher  function  than  to  cheer  a  Minister ;  and 

all  the  while ,  across  the  North  Sea ,  a  terrible  process 

2 

is  astir.  Germany  Is  arming! 

For  the  bulk  of  this  period  of  twenty  years  Britain's  national 
objectives  were  the  preservation  of  the  political  status  quo  in  Europe 
and  the  Empire,  radical  measures  of  disarmament,  and  the  avoidance  of  a 
major  war  at  almost  any  price.  The  memories  of  the  Somme  and  Fasschen- 
daele,  of  course ,  were  major  contributors  to  this  last  aim,  but  of 
growing  Importance  throughout  the  lnterwar  period  was  a  national 
obsession  with  the  aerial  bombing  of  cities  --  one  that  predated  the 
appearance  of  the  Luftwaffe. 3 

It  is  tempting,  of  course,  to  work  backwards  and  judge  Britain's 
armed  forces  In  the  1920s  and  1930s  by  their  performance  In  World  War  II , 
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but  such  an  approach  would  be  misleading.  In  the  1920s  the  overwhelming 
concern  was  with  imperial  defense ,  the  Soviet  Union  seemed  the  most 
likely  potential  enemy ,  and  there  was  even  a  naval  rivalry  with  the 
United  States!  But  even  after  the  emergence  of  more  credible  potential 
enemies  such  as  Japan  and  Germany ,  the  British  government  was  hesitant  to 
give  up  hopes  for  disarmament  and  a  general  appeasement.  When  it 
reluctantly  began  rearmament  in  1935 ,  it  Intended  Increased  military 
strength  to  deter  potential  enemies  rather  than  as  a  practical  prepara¬ 
tion  for  war.  In  particular  the  Royal  Navy's  expansion  was  primarily 
Intended  to  deter  Japan,  while  the  Royal  Air  Force  (more  specifically 
Bomber  Command )  was  meant  to  deter  Germany.  The  Army ,  precisely  because 
the  government  did  not  regard  It  as  having  a  deterrent  role,  received  the 
lowest  priority  In  rearmament.  Not  until  February  1939  did  Prime 
Minister  Neville  Chamberlain  finally  agree  to  a  minimal  commitment  of 

4 

British  ground  forces  to  the  continent . 

One  must  also  note  considerable  defects  in  Britain's  political 
leadership  throughout  the  lnterwar  period.  After  the  collapse  of  the 
Lloyd  George  coalition  In  1922,  few  Cabinet  ministers  and  none  of  the 
Prime  Mlnlscers  had  a  substantial  grasp  of  strategic  or  military  Issues. 
The  British  ambassador  to  Berlin  In  the  late  1930s,  Nevlle  Henderson, 
epitomized  governmental  attitudes  that  regarded  strategic  issues  as 
d£classd.  Writing  to  the  Foreign  Minister,  Lord  Halifax ,  In  summer  1938 
Henderson  noted: 


Personally  I  just  sit  and  pray  for  one  thing,  namely 
that  Lord  Runclman  will  live  up  to  the  role  of  Impartial 
British  liberal  statesman,  I  cannot  believe  that  he 
will  allow  himself  to  he  Influenced  by  ancient  history 
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or  even  arguments  about  strategic  frontiers  and 

S 

economics  In  preference  to  high  moral  principles . 

The  historian  Louis  Namier  underlines  the  results  of  such  a  I gel tanschauune 
in  commenting  on  the  massive  published  volumes  of  British  diplomatic 
documents ,  The  Documents  on  British  Foreign  Pol  leu : 

In  the  12S0  large  pages  of  the  British  pre-Munich 
documents,  the  question  of  Europe's  political  and 
strategic  configuration  after  Czechoslovakia  had  been 
obliterated  Is  nowhere  dealt  with  ...  .  On  the  British 

side  a  blind  wall  Is  raised  against  the  future,  at  least 
by  those  vocal  In  the  documents .  All  they  know  is  that 
war  must  be  averted.6 

Nlth  few  British  politicians  possessing  either  Interest  or  background  in 

strategic  affairs,  it  is  not  surprising  that  the  British  military, 

especially  the  Army,  found  it  difficult  to  persuade  ministers  of  their 

7 

needs  and  requirements . 

Within  this  climate  and  framework  the  services  faced  considerable 
difficulty  Ju3t  In  subsisting ,  much  less  in  preparing  for  a  great 
conflict.  Nevertheless ,  not  all  of  the  faults  and  weaknesses  that 
appeared  In  1940  and  1941  were  the  result  of  governmental  parsimony  or 
civilian  unwillingness  to  face  the  hard  world  of  the  1930s.  When  all  is 
said  and  done,  the  services  themselves  bear  considerable  blame  for  the 
disasters .  Not  only  was  their  strategic  advice  often  unimaginative  and 
generally  gloomier  than  deserved  but  they  did  miss  jignlf leant 
opportunities  to  expand  the  pace  of  rearmament  (particularly  In  1934  and 
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193SJ  .  Moreover ,  one  can  also  doubt  bow  seriously  many  serving  officers. 
Including  senior  ones,  took  the  business  of  preparing  for  war.  As 
Michael  Howard  has  noted  In  regard  to  the  Interwar  army:  "the  evidence  Is 
strong  that  the  army  was  still  as  firmly  geared  to  the  pace  and  perspec¬ 
tive  of  regimental  soldiering  as  It  had  been  before  1914;  that  too  many 
of  Its  members  looked  on  soldiering  as  on  agreeable  and  honorable 
occupation  rather  than  a  serious  profession  demanding  no  less  Intellec- 

Q 

tual  dedication  than  that  of  the  doctor ,  the  lawyer  or  the  engineer 
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■  I .  Political  Effectiveness 


Fox  much  of  this  period ,  Che  services  conspicuously  failed  to 
obtain  the  resources  necessary  to  maintain  efficiency  and  to  meet  even 
their  routine  obligations ,  As  the  1920s  wore  on ,  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  and 
Individual  service  leaders  repeatedly  advised  their  political  masters 
that  their  forces  were  too  small ,  ill  trained ,  and  lacking  In  modern 
weapons  and  reserves  to  meet  a  sudden  crisis,  such  as  fulfilling  the 
terms  of  the  Locarno  Treaty  or  resisting  a  Soviet  attack  on  Afghanistan . 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  First  World  War  it  was  natural  that  the 
government  would  drastically  reduce  its  military  forces.  In  the  succeed¬ 
ing  years  of  high  unemployment  and  social  unrest  the  Erl  tlr.fr  military 
naturally  took  a  low  priority.  The  annual  naval  estimates ,  for  example , 
fell  steadily  from  £157 ,529 ,000  In  1919-1920  to  a  nadir  of  £50, 476 ,000  in 
1932 -1933 .  There  was  to  be  no  significant  Increase  until  1935- 1936 .  The 
number  of  naval  personnel  on  active  service  had  fallen  from  280,000  in 
1919-1920  to  90,300  In  1934-1935 Put  in  another  form,  the  Royal  Navy 

had  received  25  percent  of  total  governmental  expenditures  In  1913;  by 
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1932  It  was  receiving  only  6  percent.  As  one  commentator  has 
observed:  ‘In  retrospect  the  very  savage  cuts  In  defense  expenditure 

might  he  strongly  questioned ,  not  only  on  political  and  strategical 
grounds  but  also  on  economic  ones 

In  the  1920s  and  early  1930s ,  the  services  could  not  have  done  much 
more  to  halt  the  slide  In  financial  allocations  and  the  resultant  decline 


in  efficiency.  Between  1919  and  1932  the  Cabinet  directive  known  as  the 
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"Ten  Year  Rule "  fi.e,,  the  Service  ministries  were  advised  that  major  war 

was  not  to  be  anticipated  or  prepared  for  for  at  least  ten  years) 

dominated  British  defense  planning  and  expenditures.  «<m.  historians 

have  suggested  that  this  rule  merely  reflected  financial  and  political 

realities  and  did  not  necessarily  Inhibit  Innovation  and  experiment.  The 

view ,  however,  that  It  positively  harmed  the  services  Is  surely  more 
12 

persuasive.  The  protests  of  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  eventually  led  to 

the  cancellation  of  the  'Rule'  In  1932  but  the  dangers  implicit  In  such  a 
formula  were  borne  out  In  the  1930s. 

The  reluctance  of  British  governments  to  fund  the  services  in  the 
diplomatic  climate  of  the  1920s  or  the  economic  difficulties  of  1931  is 
understandable ;  what  is  less  explicable  is  the  casual ,  unhurried  approach 
to  rearmament  in  the  mld~1930s  and  the  dogged  refusal  to  recognize  the 
dangers  In  the  late  1930s  until  the  last  moment.  The  result  was  that 
British  rearmament  was  belated  and  not  fully  suited  to  the  strategic 

dangers  confronting  the  country.  Much  of  the  blame  rests  squarely  on  the 
shoulders  of  the  politicians ,  but  the  military  also  deserves  Its  share  of 
cri ticism. 

The  British  system  for  strategic  policymaking  was  as  clear  and 
direct  a  system  as  one  could  want.  It  allowed  for  direct  lines  of 
communications  between  the  services  and  their  civilian  masters.  The 
system  ( with  a  few  adjustments  by  Churchill )  played  a  major  role  in  the 

winning  of  World  War  II . ^  Unfortunately ,  In  the  pre-war  period 

without  the  drive  that  Churchill  provided ,  the  system  allowed  for  maximum 
delay  by  both  civilian  and  military  bureaucracies.  The  Initial  effort  to 
begin  a  rearmament  program  In  the  early  1930s  Is  an  excellent  example, 
Beginning  In  November  1933,  several  of  the  government' s  senior  civil 
servants  ( Sir  Robert  Vanslttart ,  Sir  Maurice  Hanke y,  and  Sir  Warren 


Fisher )  formed  with  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  the  Defense  Requirements 
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Committee,  In  March  1934  after  considerable  inter-service  wranglings 
and  arguments  as  well  as  a  general  reluctance  on  the  part  of  the  service 
chiefs  to  ask  for  anything  more  than  minimum  Increases  In  defense  spend¬ 
ing i,  the  Committee  recommended  that  over  the  next  five  years  Britain 

increase  the  defense  budget  by  the  modest  sum  of  £71  million  in  order  to 

IS 

correct  deficiencies .  This  worked  out  at  less  than  £l 5  million  per 
year . 

The  modest  nature  of  the  proposals  did  not  prevent  the  Cabinet  from 
delaying  for  over  a  month  before  taking  up  the  Committee's  recommenda¬ 
tions  ,  The  government ,  t hen,  blzarrely  referred  the  report  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Disarmament  Conference,  After  considerable  infighting 
Involving  politicians,  the  Treasury ,  and  the  services,  the  Cabinet  agreed 
to  the  amended  recommendations  at  the  end  of  July  1934.  The  changes 
reflected  the  civilian  prejudices  that  marked  British  defense  policy 

throughout  the  1930s.  The  RAF  received  more  than  the  DRC  had  recom 

1 6 

mended,  the  Navy  kept  even,  and  the  Army  received  a  drastic  reduction , 

As  Stanley  Baldwin  suggested,  the  Cabinet's  rationale  was  that  the 

program  would  "act  as  a  deterrent  to  Germany  and  Inspire  confidence  at 
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home."  The  latter  was  probably  the  major  aim,  The  British  govern¬ 

ment'  s  priorities  are  clear  when  one  realizes  that  at  the  same  time  It 
was  trimming  the  DRC  program.  It  was  providing  £24  million  in  subsidies 

for  a  new  Cunard  liner  and  various  agricultural  sectors  of  the  economy 

1 0 

( Including  £5  million  to  beei-sugar  farmers) . 

The  Abyssinian  crisis  of  1935,  Japanese  aggression  in  the  Far  Hast, 
and  evidence  of  massive  German  rearmament  soon  made  a  mockery  of  the  DRC 
progri,,:  By  the  mld-1930s  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  were  engaging  In  a  battle 

with  the  Treasury  over  proposed  increases  in  defense  spending.  Neither 
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Ramsay  MacDonald  nor  Baldwin  were  willing  to  take  a  firm  stand;  the  drift 
characterizing  their  regimes  led  to  modest  rearmament  hut  not  much  more. 

In  late  spring  1937  Neville  Chamberlain  became  Prime  Minister,  ms 
Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  (head  of  the  Treasury)  he  had  already 
established  his  opposition  to  a  major  rearmament  program.  In  a  May  193 7 
Cabinet  meeting,  Chamberlain  attacked  proposed  defense  expenditures  In 
the  following  terms: 

He  could  not  accept  the  question  at  Issue  as  being  a 

purely  military  matter.  Other  considerations  entered 

Into  It.  He  himself  definitely  did  challenge  the  policy 

of  their  military  advisors.  The  Country  was  being  asked 

to  maintain  a  larger  Havy  than  had  been  the  case  for 

very  many  years:  a  great  air  force,  which  was  a  new  arm 

altogether:  and  in  addition,  an  Army  for  use  or>  the 

Continent,  as  well  as  facilities  for  producing  munitions 

which  would  be  required  not  only  for  our  forces  but  also 
19 

for  our  Allies. 

Dominating  his  colleagues  In  a  fashion  no  lnterwar  Prime  Minister 
had  done  since  Lloyd  George,  the  new  Prime  Minister  lrsured  that  the 
Treasury  viewpoint  would  dominate  the  rearmament  debate  through  to  the 
spring  of  1939.  As  a  result  in  1938  British  rearmament  barely  reached  8 
percent  of  GNP  -  a  rate  that  Germany  had  reached  In  193 5  and  one  half  of 
the  rate  at  which  Germany  was  expending  her  national  income  for  military 
purposes  In  1938.  Ironically ,  during  the  193 5  to  2930  period  Britain 
barely  outspent  Fascist  Italy  on  military  expenditures Even  after 
the  disastrous  oufceomo  of  the  Munich  conference  and  the  confrontation 
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over  Czechoslovakia,  Chamberlain  allowed  only  the  most  modest  increases 

21 

In  British  rearmament. 

The  Impact  of  financial  limitations  varied  from  service  to  service. 

The  Royal  Navy  and  the  RAF  suffered  to  a  certain  extent:  the  Navy  could 

not  build  up  to  a  two  power  standard j  the  Royal  Air  Force  did  not  receive 

funding  for  its  four  engine  ''strategic''  bomber  force  until  well  into 

1939 .  But  It  was  the  Army  that  suffered  most .  From  the  beginning  of 

rearmament  through  to  spring  1939  the  Army  remained  In  limbo,  Its  senior 

officers  knew  that  in  a  major  European  conflict  they  would  have  to  fight 

on  the  Continent ,  but  they  were  explicitly  denied  the  funding  to  make 
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even  the  most  minimal  preparation  for  such  a  contingency , 

Complicating  the  underfunding  of  service  requests  and  prospects  for 

rearmament  was  the  fact  that  government  defense  policy  in  the  1920s  and 

early  1930s  had  allowed  Britain’s  military-industrial  complex  to  run  down 

dangerously.  of  the  thirty  or  more  great  arms  factories  that  had 

supplied  the  Army  with  its  guns ,  ammunition ,  tanks,  and  trucks  during 

World  War  1,  only  Vickers  Armstrong  and  the  Royal  arsenals  remained  in 

existence  by  1.930.  Britain  lost  her  lead  In  armored  forces  in 

because  of  the  lack  of  production  facilities  for  even  experimental  models 

or  for  undertaking  small  orders  that  did  not  Justify  expansion  of 

factories  or  skilled  workers,  W hen  the  Chamberlain  government  finally 

removed  financial  restrictions  in  spring  1939 ,  the  Army  had  no  choice  but 

to  convert  railway  engine  workshops  and  other  civil  engineering  works  to 
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military  production  --  a  process  that  was  both  lengthy  and  expensive. 
The  lank  of  an  Industrial  base  would  condemn  British  ground  forces  for 
tAe  first  years  of  the  war  to  fight  with  thoroughly  inadequate  equlpirent 

such  as  the  2  pound  anti  Lank  gun  a  gun  which  the  Army  fully 
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recognized  as  Inadequate  for  use  against  a  continental  opponent. 
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The  Royal  Navy  suffered  similarly  from  the  decline  of  the  ship 

building  Industry.  As  a  consequence  of  the  Washington  Naval  Treaty  of 

1922  no  new  capital  ships  were  constructed  for  the  next  fifteen  years. 

This  factor  hit  especially  hard  at  British  naval  power  because  the 

majority  of  the  Royal  Navy's  hattlefleet  had  been  constructed  In  the 

period  before  World  War  I.  Admiral  Bari  Beatty ,  Chief  of  Naval  Staff  in 

1922,  warned  that  it  would  prove  Impossible  to  build  rapidly  all  the 

vessels  due  for  replacement  when  the  treaty  provisions  expired.  His 

warning  proved  prophetic:  when  naval  rearmament  began  In  the  mld-1930s , 

* skilled  labor  had  drifted  away.  Old  plants  remained.  Designs  were  out 

of  date  ...  and  the  explicit  favoring  of  the  Royal  Yards  had  led  to  the 
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winding  up  of  Navy  firms  In  the  private  sector  ...  . "  Consequently 

when  rearmament  began  the  Admiralty  could  do  little  more  than  replace 

aging  vessels  and  bring  its  strength  up  to  what  the  Washington  Naval 
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Treaty  had  authorized  In  the  early  1930s. 

The  aircraft  Industry  in  the  early  1930s  was,  if  possible,  in  even 
more  desperate  straits.  For  fifteen  years  It  survived  on  repair  and 
overhaul  contracts  doled  out  by  the  Air  Ministry,  supplemented  by  an 

occasional  order  for  new  aircraft.  When  rearmament  began,  the  work  force 
had  dwindled  to  about  35,000,  while  production  techniques  were  obsole¬ 
scent  In  view  of  the  coming  switch  to  all  metal  designs.  Moreover, 

production  procedures  were  so  complex  and  rigorous  that  even  a  simple 
biplane  took  five  years  to  reach  the  squadrons.  The  government  dealt 

only  with  established  firms  and  placed  orders  for  small  quantities  that 
barely  sufficed  to  keep  the  industry  alive.  Lord  Swlnton,  Air  Minister 
from  1935  to  193d,  achieved  remarkable  improvements ,  most  notably  by 

ordering  aircraft  directly  from  the  drawing  board  and  by  the 
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establishment  of  the  so-called  " shadow  factory"  scheme.  In  Its 
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financial  support  for  a  reserve  capacity  for  aircraft  production ,  the 

Chamberlain  government  made  Its  most  sensible  strategic  decision  of  the 

late  1930s.  One  suspects ,  however ,  that  this  support  was  more  a  result 

of  the  scheme's  relatively  low  cost ,  than  of  strategic  foresight . 

On  the  question  of  manpower,  the  services  generally  found  sufficient 

manpower  to  fill  the  ranks,  but  Just  barely  and  largely  as  a  resuit  of 

their  miniscule  size.  The  Royal  Navy  and  the  RAF  were  elite  services 

which  met  their  manpower  requirements  by  their  Innate  appeal,  though  the 

op 

quality  of  recruits  was  not  always  satisfactory ,  The  Army,  however, 

had  a  more  difficult  time.  It  suffered  periodic  recruiting  crises 

despite  high  unemployment  (never  less  than  one  million  throughout  the 
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interwar  period).  British  governments  were  reluctant  to  impose  any 
form  of  compulsion  and,  contrary  to  their  critics,  the  generals  were  not 
eager  to  acquire  a  mass,  conscript  army  to  send  once  again  to  France  and 
Flanders . 

Perhaps  the  greatest  damage  done  to  the  British  military  In  the 
interwar  period  lay  In  the  Inadequate  caliber  of  officer  recruitment .  In 
these  pad  fistic  and  anti-mill  tarlst  decades  the  military  were  not  an 
attractive  career  option  for  the  bright  and  ambitious ,  Compounding 
national  prejudices  was  the  fact  that  promotions  In  the  Interwar  officer 
corps  came  with  appalling  slowness.  In  the  artillery ,  a  branch  notori¬ 
ously  slow  In  promotion,  officers  would  remain  a  subaltern  for  neatly  14 
years,  serve  another  6  years  as  captain ,  and  as  many  as  9  years  as  a 

major.  But  even  officers  In  the  Irish  Guards  could  look  forward  to 
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nearly  20  years  of  service  before  promotion  to  malar.  In  the  most 
handicapped  arms  officers  reached  senior  regimental  rank  at  an  age  that 
effectively  barred  them  from  further  promotion.  The  deadening  Impact  on 
the  officer  corps  hardly  needs  emphasis;  the  unattractiveness  of  such  a 
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system  to  bright  and  able  young  men  is  obvious.  As  one  Colonel  candidly 

admitted  the  most  critical  cause  for  the  shortage  of  suitable  officer 

candidates  Jay  In  the  public  perception  that  " the  profess  vi  f  officer 

in  the  Army  does  not  call  for  high  qualities ,  and  does  not  recognize 

ability  to  anything  like  the  extent  as  other  professions  ....  Ho  one," 

he  added,  * would  attempt  to  make  officers  Into  bookworms ,  and  any  such 

attempt  would  certainly  not  succeed,  but  you  cannot  do  away  with  the  idea 

32 

that  the  fool  of  the  family  la  good  enough  for  the  Army." 


at  least  In  the  1920s  the  International  climate  allowed  the  British 
to  regulate  means  and  ends  reasonably  well .  They  tacitly  recognized 
their  reduced  standing  In  the  world  by  concentrating  dwindling  military 
resources  on  Imperial  defense,  while  upholding  the  post-1918  treaties  in 
western  Europe  and  the  Near  East  through  diplomacy.  At  the  risk  of 
oversimplification  one  could  argue  that  the  services'  strategic  objectives 
were  consonant  with  national  objectives  at  least  through  the  tnld-1930s: 
the  Royal  Navy  sought  to  deter  Japan  and  preserve  the  Far  Eastern  Empire j 
the  Army  provided  garrisons  for  India  and  the  Middle  East;  and  the  RAF 
played  a  key  role  In  home  defense  and  Imperial  policing. 

Even  with  the  wisdom  of  hindsight.  It:  Is  not  easy  to  see  how  the 

British  could  have  dealt  In  military  terms  with  the  emergence  of  three 

major  potential  enemies  In  widely  separated  theaters.  As  the  Chiefs  of 

Staff  starkly  stated  the  strategic  dangers  In  the  spring  of  1938 i 

“without  overlooking  the  assistance  we  should  hope  to  obtain  from  France 

and  possibly  other  allies,  we  cannot  foresee  the  time  when  our  defense 

forces  will  be  strong  enough  to  safeguard  our  territory ,  trade,  and  vital 
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Interests  against  Germany,  Italy,  and  Japan  simultaneously . “  The 
steadfast  opposition  of  the  Treasury  and  particularly  the  Prime  Minister 
to  anything  other  than  a  "business  as  usual “  approach  to  rearmament 
brought  the  Chiefs  close  to  despair.  In  late  1937  they  commented  that 
"we  cannot ,  therefore  exaggerate  the  Importance ,  from  the  point  of  view 
of  Imperial  defense,  of  any  political  or  International  action  that  can  be 
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taken  to  reduce  the  number  of  our  own  potential  enemies  ...  .“  Lord 

Chatfield ,  Chief  of  Naval  Staff ,  admitted  to  his  colleagues  in  early  1938 

that  he  found  Chamberlain's  swing  back  to  financial  stringency  inexpli- 
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cable  and  Indefensible  given  the  threatening  international  situation . 

As  the  servant  of  a  democratic  government,  he  had  no  choice  but  to  obey 
or  resign,  He  obeyed. 

And  yet  one  comes  away  from  the  study  of  British  military  advice  In 

the  late  1930s  with  a  sense  that  the  government' s  military  advisers 

painted  an  overly  dark  picture  on  one  hand  by  minimizing  the  real  as  well 

as  latent  strengths  of  Britain  and  her  Allies.  On  the  other  hand,  they 

maximized  the  potential  of  their  possible  opponents  in  their  estimates . 

It  was  hardly  realistic  to  expect  Japan  to  embark  on  a  massive  attack  on 

the  South  East  Aslan  Colonial  Empires  after  her  invasion  of  China. 

Moreover,  one  can  only  characterize  British  estimates  of  Italian  military 

potential  as  blzzare.  Even  in  the  case  of  Germany  the  Chiefs  of  Staff 

tended  to  paint  a  too  gloomy  picture  of  German  economic,  air ,  and  ground 

strengths.  The  combination  of  the  military's  “worst  case“  approach 

In  weighing  the  strategic  balance  and  the  government' s  “best  case“ 

analysis  of  German  and  Italian  intentions  proved  deadly.  And  In  one  of 

the  few  cases  where  the  Chamberlain  government  got  a  strategic  Issue 

correct,  the  vulnerability  of  Italy  In  1939 ,  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  talked 
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the  politicians  out  of  sensible  strategic  action. 

in  the  circumstances  confronting  Britain  in  the  1930s,  a  reduction 
in  worldwide  commitments  would  have  been  prudent.  But  Imperial  powers 
rately  give  ground  voluntarily  and  in  this  case  historical  tradition  and 
the  upbringing  of  the  ruling  classes  made  It  difficult  to  contemplate 
reducing  military  commitments  in  the  Far  East,  India ,  and  the  Middle  East 


to  concentrate  on  the  German  threat  to  the  British  Isles.  It  was  clear 
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for  example,  that  Hong  Kong  could  not  be  held  against  a  determined 

Japanese  attack.  Hore  seriously ,  the  ability  to  dispatch  a  sizeable 

fleet.  In  time  to  hold  Singapore  became  increasingly  doubtful  In  the  1930s . 

Taking  a  global  view  of  the  Army's  dispositions  tn  relation  to  the 

German  threat  in  the  1930s ,  the  garrisons  of  India  and  Palestine  were  far 

too  large.  Senior  soldiers  such  as  Field  Marshal  Sir  Cyril  Deverell 

(CIGS  1936-193 7),  Field  Marshal  Lord  Ironside  (CIGS  1939-1940),  and  Field 

Marshal  Lord  wavell  tended  to  think  In  terms  of  the  Army's  traditional 

role  In  defending  ±ndla  and  the  Middle  East.  They  also  shared  the 

public's  revulsion  at  the  possibility  of  another  continental  war  of 

attri tlon.  Consequently,  few  senior  soldiers  In  the  1930s  actively  urged 

the  need  to  prepare  for  a  continental  war,  as  Sir  Henry  Hilson  and  others 

had  done  before  1914.  In  fact ,  the  Army's  small  size  and  complete 

unreadiness  for  a  major  war  convinced  generals  like  Ironside  and  Burnett- 

Stuart  that  the  government  should  renounce  a  continental  commitment  and 
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concentrate  British  efforts  on  home  and  Imperial  defense.  This 

reluctance  to  face  the  continental  Issue  appeared  even  in  1938  when  most 

senior  Army  officers  had  begun  to  feel  that  a  continental  commitment 

would  be  unavoidable  in  a  European  war.  How  else  to  explain  the  complete 

absence  of  any  discussion  by  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  of  the  strategic  conse 
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quences  of  a  peaceful  surrender  of  the  Czech  Army  to  Hitler. 

Of  all  the  major  powers,  the  British  had  developed  the  most 

clear-cut  system  for  discussion  of  strategic  issues.  In  particular,  the 

CID  (Committee  of  Imperial  Defense ),  established  in  1902,  allowed  for  a 

clear  channel  of  communications  between  ministers ,  service  chiefs ,  and 

other  Interested  parties,  such  as  Dominion  representatives .  The  creation 

of  the  Chiefs  of  staff  Committee  In  1922  provided  the  services  with  the 

40 

bureaucratic  means  to  examine  the  strategic  Issues  facing  Britain. 
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This  system  aliened  a  thorough  airing  of  major  questions  and  as  most 
subjects  were  thoroughly  studied  and  recorded ,  there  could  be  tew 
complaints  that  service  chiefs  were  unable  to  communicate  their  Ideas  to 
responsible  ministers,  Indeed ,  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  were  empowered  to 
raise  strategic  issues  that  they  considered  urgent  without  awaiting  a 
Cabinet  initiative,  Unfortunately,  the  system  could  clog  Itself  Into 
inertia  with  a  flood  of  studies  and  counter  studies.  As  the  Foreign 
Office's  Permanent  Secretary  warned  in  1938: 

The  other  point  which  I  wish  to  make  is  that  relating  to 
procedure  ...  .  It  seems  clear  that  all  the  machinery 

here  contemplated  will  Involve  the  maximum  delay  and 
accumulation  of  papers.  We  surely  do  not  want  any  more 
written  ‘European  Appreciations.1  We  have  been  snowed 
under  with  papers  from  the  Committee  of  Imperial  Defense 
for  years.  Moreover ,  this  procedure  by  stages  Implies  a 
certain  leisureliness  which  Is  not  what  we  want  at  the 
present  moment.41 

in  the  aftermath  of  the  Munich  Conference,  Chamberlain,  opposed  to  any 

substantial  Increase  in  rearmament ,  used  the  bureaucratic  system  to  study 
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the  services'  proposals  to  death.  Only  after  the  German  occupation 
of  Prague  In  March  1939,  did  his  government  substantively  increase  the 
tempo  of  rearmament  six  months  after  the  September  1938  crisis  had 
shown  glaring  deficiencies  in  Britain's  defenses. 

The  harsh  fact  remains  that  thorough  analysis  could  not  offset 
over -commitment .  Even  in  the  1920s  service  chiefs  such  as  General  Sir 
George  Milne  complained  that  the  Army  was  fully  stretched  to  meet  routine 
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commitments  and  could  not  cope  with  an  emergency,  in  far  worse  circum¬ 
stances  in  the  mid-1930s ,  the  Chiefs  of  Staff  repeatedly  pointed  out  that 
there  were  no  military  solutions  to  the  problems  being  put  to  them.  They 

urged  the  government  to  appease  at  least  one  of  Britain's  potential 
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enemies , 

However,  the  services'  ability  to  persuade  ministers  that  their 
requirements  were  necessary  was  seriously  undermined  by  the  internecine 
conflicts  that  often  raged  between  them.  The  two  senior  services  strug¬ 
gled  to  eliminate  the  RAF.  In  the  1920s ,  the  RAF  campaigned  to  supersede 
the  Army  In  the  role  of  imperial  policing;  and  the  RAF  and  Navy  struggled 
into  the  late  1930s  for  control  of  Fleet  Air  Arm.  These  guarreis  are 
merely  the  best  known  of  numerous  inter-service  disagreements .  This 
disunity  was  well-known  to  politicians  who  fully  exploited  it  to  their 
advantage.  On  some  Important  Issues  the  Treasury  or  Cabinet  Intervened 
to  impose  decisions  on  strategic  priorities  which  owed  more  to  political 
and  financial  than  to  military  considerations ,  Whether  these  political 

Interventions  were  on  the  whole  beneficial  or  not  remains  a  matter  of 
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deba te , 

One  can  only  deal  speculatively  with  the  Issues  of  the  comparative 

effectiveness  of  the  services  as  lobbyists  because  of  the  absence  of 

scholarly  mo nographs,  though  Paul  Kennedy  has  laid  the  foundations  In  a 
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valuable  survey.  It  seems  likely  that  the  Royal  Navy  as  the  senior, 
most  prestigious,  and  popular  service  with  a  strong  Parliamentary  and 

private  lobby  was  the  most  effective  in  influencing  the  political 
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leadership;  the  RAF  followed  behind  with  Its  Image  of  a  modern, 
technical ,  and  defensive  Service;  the  Army,  embarrassed  by  popular 
reaction  to  the  First  World  War  and  saddled  with  the  cartoonist  David 
Low's  deadly  caricature  of  Colonel  Blimp,  brought  up  the  rear 
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As  suggested  earlier,  the  size  and  structure  of  the  British  armed 
forces  were  somewhat  arbitrarily  determined  after  the  First  World  War. 
The  Regular  Army,  composed  of  some  200,000  troops,  reverted  to  Its 
pre-1914  role  of  providing  for  home  defence  and  Imperial  garrisons  under 
the  Cardwell  system.  This  system,  established  In  the  1670s,  Ideally 
required  an  equal  number  of  cavalry  and  Infantry  battalions  at  home  and 
overseas  so  that  the  personnel  system  could  carry  out  regular  exchanges 
on  a  roster.  Despite  frequent  Imbalances  between  the  number  of  units 
serving  at  home  and  overseas  the  system  worked  fairly  well  and  persisted 
until  the  second  World  War.  Its  great  drawback  lay  In  a  rigidity  that 
inhibited  significant,  redistribution  of  units  or  the  expansion  of  new 
.arms,  such  as  the  Royal  Tank  Corps,  Doubtless  more  progressive  military 
leaders  than  Britain  possessed  between  the  wars  would  have  revised  or 
even  scrapped  the  Cardwell  system.  The  excuse  of  Interwar  CIGSs  (Chief 
of  the  Imperial  General  Staff)  was  that  the  bitterness  and  disorganisa¬ 
tion  that  would  have  resulted  was  an  unacceptable  price  to  pay  for 
reorganization .  However,  had  It  not  been  for  the  Cardwell  system  the 
Regular  Army  at  hor>e  could  have  raised  a  much  larger  field  force  than 
five  Infantry  divisions  and  devoted  more  resources  to  armored  and  mecha¬ 
nized  forces  *7 

The  RAF  and  the  Royal  Navy  rapidly  expanded  after  2935  mainly  with 
a  view  to  detecting  Germany  and  Japan  respectively ,  The  urgent  political 
need  for  ‘window  dressing'  to  counter  Hitler's  claims  that  he  had  achieved 
air  parity  led  to  a  preoccupation  with  numbers  at  the  expense  of  quality, 

JO 

technical  Innovation ,  and  adequate  reserves.  A  recent  study 
emphasizes  the  resultant  gulf  between  the  RAF  as  a  diplomatic  counter  and 
the  operational  goals  of  the  Air  Staff.  This  should  not  suggest  that 
Bomber  Cormand' s  Ineffectiveness  against  Germany  In  1939-1941  was  wholly 
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due  to  political  interference ,  but  professional  and  political  needs 
certainly  clashed. 

As  Admiral  Sir  Herbert  Richmond  remarked ,  British  strategic  policy 

In  the  Far  Bast  rested  on  “t he  illusion  that  a  Two -Hemisphere  Empire  can 

be  defended  by  a  One -Hemisphere  Navy.*  Moreover ,  the  Admiralty's  attempt 

to  deter  Japan  represented  "a  grand  exercise  In  futility *  because 

Japanese  naval  planning  paid  scant  attention  to  Great  Britain  before 
49 

1940.  Faced  with  the  increasing  likelihood  of  war  with  Germany  and 
perhaps  Italy  before  Japan  intervened ,  the  Royal  Navy  found  it  Increas¬ 
ingly  dubious  whether  it  could  spare  the  fleet  units  required  for  the 
defense  of  Singapore.5**  In  this  respect  the  Royal  Navy's  force  size 
and  structure  fell  short  of  its  strategic  goals.  At  leas  t,  on  the 

outbreak  of  war  the  Royal  Navy  did  enjoy  a  massive  superiority  in  most 

SI 

types  of  warships  over  its  immediate  enemy ,  Germany,  However ,  in  its 

preparation  to  meet  the  submarine  threat  to  Britain's  trade  routes,  the 
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Royal  Navy  did  a  most  Inadequate  Job.  As  one  retired  naval  officer 
warned  In  1939: 

The  great  amount  of  battleship  and  heavy  cruiser  tonnage 
that  has  been  laid  down  since  rearmament  started  has 
been  much  In  excess  of  our  requirements  In  European 
waters  and  was ,  therefore,  clearly  designed  for  Far 
Eastern  use  ....  At  the  same  time  we  have  been  left 
seriously  short  of  small  ships  for  anti-submarine  and 
anti-aircraft  work  In  home  waters.  The  Admiralty, 
therefore,  seem  to  have  been  committing  the  grave  error 
of  preparing  for  ambitious  operations  in  a  far  distant 
theater  without  first  taking  steps  to  ensure  the  safety 
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of  the  home  base. 

In  terms  of  long  range  planning ,  Britain  benefited  considerably 
from  her  experiences  In  t he  last  war.  By  the  late  1930s ,  the  CID  and  its 
sub -committees  had  compiled  comprehensive  blueprints  for  conversion  of 
Industry  and  manpower  to  military  needs  and  the  acquisition  and  stock¬ 
piling  of  vital  raw  materials .  These  preparations  played  a  major  role  in 
the  speed  with  which  British  Industry  caught  up  and  surpassed  Cerman 

production  for  such  critical  weapons  systems  as  fighter  aircraft  early  in 
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the  war,  The  establishment  of  " shadow  factories "  for  aircraft 
construction ,  of  course ,  represented  a  significant  step  towards  expansion 
of  the  air  Industry.  Pre-World  War  IT  British  governments ,  given  their 
strategic  Wei tanschauuno ,  were ,  however,  most  unwilling  to  prepare 
Industrial  support  for  the  Army.  In  the  area  of  fuel,  pre-war  prepara¬ 
tion  did  enable  British  Industry  to  refine  large  quantities  of  high 

octane  aviation  fuel  in  Britain,  so  that  stocks  actually  rose  during  the 
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Battle  of  Britain. 

In  general,  pre-war  governments  were  reluctant  to  Interfere  with 
profits  or  to  Impose  compulsory  measures  on  private  firms  before  the 
outbreak  of  war.  It  was  symptomatic  of  governmental  attitudes  that  it. 
refused  to  create  a  Ministry  of  Supply  until  July  1939.  On  a  wider  view 
the  government  was  only  too  well  aware  of  Britain's  financial  brittleness 
and  the  vulnerability  of  her  Imported  raw  materials  In  a  long  war. 

Economically ,  any  major  war  would  have  Britain  as  a  loser  whatever  the 
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military  outcome.  What  was  disastrous  was  the  government's  unwll 

llngness  to  see  the  probability  of  conflict  until  after  Prague ;  even  then 

the  Treasury  waged  a  stubborn  rearguard  effort  to  hold  down  defense 
57 

spending.  Some  serving  officers  cynically  described  the  Treasury' s 
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effort  as  one  that  aimed  to  save  sufficient  capital  to  pay  for  repara¬ 
tions  after  Britain  had  lost  the  next  war. 

Given  her  strategic  and  economic  difficulties ,  Britain  depended  on 
others  as  well  as  herself  to  contain  the  threats  to  her  possessions .  She 
was  not  noticeably  successful  in  this  endeavor.  British  policy  failed  to 
secure  an  Integrated  system  of  Imperial  defense  with  the  Dominions  and 
even  in  the  late  1930s  could  not  assume  that  they  would  automatically 
Intervene ,  if  Britain  became  Involved  In  Buropean  war.  For  varying 
reasons,  her  armed  forces  did  not  succeed  In  Integrating  their  strategic 
objectives  with  those  of  Canada ,  Australia ,  or  South  Africa.  Moreover, 
In  193 7  the  Chtunberlaln  government  attempted  to  win  the  political  good 
will  of  the  Southern  Irish  Republic  (still  a  dominion )  by  surrendering 
British  treaty  rights  to  the  use  of  southern  Irish  ports  In  war.  It  did 
not  In  fact  persuade  de  Valera's  government  to  Improve  relations ;  when 
war  came  the  Irish  refused  to  allow  British  destroyers  to  use  those  ports 
--  with  a  disastrous  Impact  on  the  war  against  submarines.  It  is  worth 
noting  that  the  Royal  Navy  raised  no  significant  objections  to  the 
surrender  of  the  ports  despite  the  threatening  international  atmosphere 
of  1937 ,SB 

More  Importantly,  relations  between  Britain  and  her  most  likely 
continental  ally,  France,  remained  distinctly  cool  until  summer  1939. 
This  coolness  largely  reflected  the  British  government' s  unwillingness  to 
give  any  military  commitment  to  France,  lest  this  encourage  French 
Intransigence  towards  Germany  and  undermine  British  hopes  of  appeasing 
Hitler.  The  Chiefs  of  Staff  fully  acceeded  to  such  an  approach  and  went 
so  far  as  to  argue  in  January  1938  against  the  extension  of  the 
English- Channel  Islands  undersea  cable  to  France  because  "the  consequent 
effect  on  any  political  advances  towards  a  better  understanding  with 
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Germany  would  be  serious AC  the  beginning  of  the  next  month,  they 

argued  against  any  staff  conversations  with  the  French  because  " the  very 
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term  ‘staff  conversations'  has  a  sinister  purport  ...  .  *  The  general 

refusal  of  both  government  and  military  to  countenance  staff  talks  with 

the  French  resulted  both  from  fear  that  such  talks  would  reveal  the 

paucity  of  the  British  contribution  to  the  Allltmce  as  well  as  from  a 

deep  fear  of  being  drawn  Into  a  continental  conflict.  In  1911  Foch 

supposedly  told  Sir  Henry  Wilson  that  * one  British  Tommy"  would  suffice 

fas  a  guarantee  of  a  British  presence  In  France ),  but  after  2935  even  two 

under -equipped  British  divisions  would  not  have  impressed  Foch' s 

successors ,  Soon  after  Munich,  the  French  placed  strong  pressure  on  the 

Chamberlain  government  for  a  British  effort  du  sang  In  the  form  of 
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conscription  an  ironic  result  of  Britain's  policy  of  surrendering 

Czechoslovakia  without  considering  Czech  ground  strength. 

Belatedly „  however,  In  the  spring  and  summer  of  1939  British  and 

French  staffs  of  all  three  services  worked  frenetically  to  make  up  for 

lost  time.  Plans  were  made  for  the  dispatch  of  the  field  force  to  France 

and  Its  concentration  on  a  sector  of  the  front.  The  British  also 

provided  for  an  Advanced  Air  Striking  Force  to  operate  from  French 

airfieJds.  In  contrast  to  1914  the  two  Allies  agreed  on  an  Integrated 

command  structure  and  a  Supreme  War  Council.  Staff  talks  also  covered 

contingency  plans  for  other  potential  war  theaters  such  as  North  Africa 

and  the  Levant.  Unfortunately  as  the  “Phony  War "  period  and  the  events 

of  Hay  1940  showed,  this  Anglo-French  accord  remained  superficial  and  the 

two  nation's  strategic  objectives ,  though  overlapping  at  some  points, 
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were  far  from  Identical . 

Generally  it  is  hard  to  evaluate  how  well  the  British  placed  their 
strategic  strengths  against  the  weaknesses  of  their  political  adversaries 
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over  the  whole  Interwar  period.  Since  there  was  no  war ,  It  la  difficult 

to  judge  effectiveness ;  2>ut  In  1939  one  can  Judge  British  policy  by  the 

results.  Anglo-French  strategic  analysts  In  1939  quite  correctly  Judged 

that  Germany  possessed  considerable  economic  vulnerabilities  and  that  the 

Western  Powers  should  aim  for  the  "maximum  Interruption  of  supplies  of 

...  goods  In  all  cases  where  practicable."63  The  problem  was  that  such 

a  strategic  policy  required  active  measures  as  well  as  passive  measures, 

and  the  British  chiefs  of  Staff  talked  the  Allied  governments  out  of 

taking  serious  measures  to  stop  the  Swedish  ore  trade  through  the 

Norwegian  leads  and  from  Including  Italy  within  the  blockade  measures 
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taken  against  Germany.  The  result,  as  a  strategic  survey  of  April 
1940  summed  up,  was  that! 

Hence,  the  Reich  appears  to  have  suffered  relatively 
little  wear  and  tear  during  the  first  six  months  of  war, 
and  that  mainly  as  a  result  of  the  Allied  blockade.  . 
Meanwhile,  It  has  profited  from  the  Interval  to  perfect 
the  degree  of  equipment  of  Its  land  and  air  forces,  to 
Increase  the  officer  strength  and  complete  the  training 
of  Its  troops,  and  to  add  further  divisions  to  those 
already  In  the  field.66 

Thanks  to  the  strategic  inaction  of  the  Western  Powers,  the  Germans  had 
managed  to  maximize  fully  their  military  potential  -■  with  catastrophic 
results  for  everyone,  Including  themselves  In  the  long  run.  One  might 
conclude  this  section  Ironically  by  suggesting  that  In  the  1930s  and  in 
the  early  part  of  the  Second  World  War  the  British  contrived  to  place 
their  weaknesses  against  enemy  strength. 
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Ill .  Opera  tl  onal  Effec  tl  vents  a 


The  British  possess  a  long  and  proud  military  history.  Generally, 
they  have  been  able  and  were  able  during  this  period  to  develop  an 
officer  corps  that  was  loyal ,  dedicated ,  and  honorable  especially 
considering  the  terms  of  employment  and  the  prospects  of  promotion . 
Nevertheless ,  each  service  faced  difficulties  that  hindered  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  effective  military  institutions .  The  Regimental  system  of  the 
British  Army  was  an  efficacious  means  to  socialize  officers  and  establish 
the  loyalties  and  trust  on  which  military  organizations  depend.  However, 
the  system  also  encouraged  a  parochialism  and  "we- they"  syndrome  that  got 
In  the  way  of  inter-arms  cooperation ,  On  the  other  hand ,  the  dogmatism 
of  Trvnchard's  "strategic"  bombing  doctrine  seriously  hindered  the  Air 
Staff's  willingness  to  cooperate  with  its  sister  services. 

The  result  of  service  parochialism  was  a  general  lack  of  Inter - 
service  and  lnter-arms  cooperation  that  spilled  over  Into  World  War  IT 
with  disastrous  results.  The  two  senior  services  had  long.  Indepen 
dent  traditions ,  Interspersed  with  fitful  and  half-hearted  cooperation  in 
wartime.  Unfortunately ,  Institutions  like  the  CID  and  the  newly- created 
Imperial  Defense  College  (1927)  had  only  superficial  success  in  breaking 
down  parochial  loyalties  among  senior  officers.  As  a  newly  Independent 
service  (1918),  the  RAF  had  to  fight  for  its  existence  In  the  1920a  and 
not  surprisingly  thereafter  displayed  a  marked  reluctance  to  cooperate 
with  either  Army  or  Navy.  Control  of  Fleet  Air  Arm  bedeviled  relations 
with  the  latter,  while  air  support  to  ground  forces  was  limited  and 
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grudging .  After  a  1939  combined  exercise,  Wavell  despairingly  noted  that 

the  RAF  had  obviously  given  no  thought  to  support  ground  operations ,  and 
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thus  Its  pilots  were  incapable  of  performing  that  mission.  Indeed., 

the  Air  Staff  on  occasion  reprimanded  RAF  officers  who  showed  too  much 

Interest  in  cooperation  with  the  Army/*6 

On  the  air  force  side  there  was  little  scope  for  lnter-arms 

cooperation  in  peacetime .  In  the  RAF ,  some  officers  In  Bomber  Command 

regarded  Fighter  and  Coastal  commands  as  rivals ,  while  the  Air  Staff 

regarded  them  as  poor  relations  detracting  from  the  RAF's  real  mission  of 

“ strategic "  bombing.  At  least  within  Fighter  Command  an  excellent  team 

spirit  had  developed  bg  1940  between  the  fighter  squadrons ,  the  command 
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centers,  and  the  radar  sites. 

in  the  Army  the  cherished  independence  and  Individual  traditions  of 

regiments  and  arms  fostered  a  localised  pride  and  high  morale,  but  d.ld 

not.  assist  Inter-arms  cooperation  In  peace  or  war.  A  vivid  example  of 

the  problems  nf  incorporating  a  new  arm  in  the  British  system  Is  that:  ot 

the  Royal  Tank  Regiment.  Tanks ,  armored  cars ,  and  mechanized  transport 

were  clearly  on  the  way  In  and  horsed  cavalry  on  the  way  out  In  the 

interwar  period.  Nevertheless ,  the  War  Office  and  General  Staff  refused 

to  create  more  tank  battalions  (only  four  existed  In  19321  or  to  abolish 

cavalry  regiments .  As  the  Secretary  of  State  for  War,  Alfred  Duff- 

Cooper,  told  the  House  of  Commons  In  193 5,  asking  the  cavalry  to  give  up 

horses  for  trucks  " was  like  asking  a  great  musical  performer  to  throw 
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away  his  violin  and  devote  himself  m  the  future  to  the  gramophone." 

The  Army  gradually  converted  the  cavalry  regiments  to  armored  cars  In  the 
late  1930s  but  it  refused  to  use  the  Royal  Tank  Regiment  as  the  basis  on 
which  to  create  ai  mated  brigades  and  divisions .  One  must  also  note  that 
there  appears  to  have  been  a  consistent  policy  from  the  lnterwar  period 
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trough  to  the  end  of  the  Second  World  War  of  refusing  to  employ  general 
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officers  with  experience  In  armor  to  command  armored  formations .  Of 

course ,  other  factors ,  such  as  lack  of  resources  and  production  capacity 

also  inhibited  the  development  of  armored  forces  In  the  1930s,  but 

Inter-arms  rivalry  played  the  major  role  In  the  absence  of  a  single 
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armored  division  ready  for  war  in  Europe  In  1939 . 

On  a  wider  view,  there  was  a  conspicuous  lack  of  drive  toward 

lnter-arm  and  lnter-servlce  cooperation  In  the  1930s.  The  resulting  ill 

effects  became  all  too  apparent  In  Norway  and  the  Western  Desert.  Even 

In  the  area  of  combined  operations  (the  use  of  air,  sea,  and  ground  to 

make  a  landing  on  enemy  held  territory )  where  the  British  excelled  in 

World  War  11,  the  record  is  less  than  Impressive.  In  early  1938  the  head 

of  the  Naval  War  College  at  Greenwich  suggested  that  Britain  develop  a 

significant  amphibious  capability  --  a  capability  that  certainly  fit  In 
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with  the  government's  strategy  of  “ limited  liability ."  The  Deputy 

C.ICS  replied  that  the  Army  had  no  units  to  spare  for  a  special  amphibious 
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role  and  that  training  in  amphibious  technique a  was  more  than  adequate, 

His  colleague  on  the  Air  Staff,  possessing  a  deep  knowledge  of  military 
history,  suggested  that  the  landings  at  Gallipoli  Indicated  that  nothing 
was  wrong  with  British  amphibious  techniques  except  for  a  few  minor  break- 
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downs  In  communications.  Admiral  Andrew  Cunningham  staked  out  the 

Navy's  attitude  In  November  of  that  year  when  he  stated  that  the  Royal 

Navy  * at  the  present  time  could  not  visualize  any  particular  combined 

operation  taking  plac  and  they  were,  therefore ,  not  prepared  to  devote 
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any  considerable  sum  of  money  to  equipment  for  combined  training . " 

Among  the  .  i<.er J  ■  by  which  one  can  judge  military  organizations 
and  their  effectiveness  is  their  flexibility  in  adapting  to  changing 


situations .  The  Army  was  In  some  ways  the  most  flexible  and  the  most 
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inflexible  of  the  services  In  both  physical  and  Intellectual  senses.  On 
one  hand ,  a  serving  officer,  J.F.C.  Fuller,  did  make  major  intellectual 
contributions  to  the  development  of  armored  forces  In  the  1920s.  More¬ 
over,  In  a  time  of  deep  financial  stringency,  the  British  Army  carried 
out  the  essential  tactical  and  operational  tests  of  mechanized  forces  In 
maneuvers  that  revealed  the  problems  as  well  as  the  potential  of  armored, 

mechanized  forces.  The  Germans  watched  these  tests  closely  and  cltcu- 
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lated  reports  of  the  British  experiments  widely  throughout  their  Army, 

Not  surprisingly ,  General  Oswald  Lutz,  the  German  armor  pioneer,  " with 

some  pride ‘  told  Sir  John  Dill  during  the  latter's  visit  to  Germany  In 
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1935  “that  the  German  tank  corps  had  been  modelled  on  the  British,'' 
Unfortunately  on  the  other  hand,  the  British  squandered  that  experience 
in  the  1930s  and  had  to  learn  the  harsh  lessons  of  armored  warfare  on  the 
battlefields  of  North  Africa, 

As  regards  the  RAF,  many  within  the  Air  Staff  and  Bomber  Command 
were  probably  too  rigid  in  their  commitment  to  " strategic "  bombing  as  the 
decisive  element  in  a  future  war.  This  resulted  not  only  in  a  marked 
unwillingness  to  see  the  wider  Issues  Involved  in  alrpowec  but  in  a  fixed 
belief  that  air  warfare  alone  would  win  the  next  war,  A  paper  written  by 
the  Air  Staff  In  1924  suggested  that  the  air  forces  employed  In  attacking 
an  enemy  nation: 

Can  either  bomb  military  objectives  in  populated  areas 
from  the  beginning  of  the  war,  with  the  objective  of 
obtaining  a  decision  by  moral [ej  effect  which  such 
attacks  will  produce ,  and  by  the  serious  dislocation  of 
the  normal  life  of  the  country,  or,  al  ternatlvely ,  they 
can  be  used  In  the  First  Instance  to  attack  enemy 
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aerodromes  with  a  view  to  gaining  some  measure  of  air 

superiority ,  and  when  this  has  been  gained,  can  be 

changed  over  to  the  direct  attack  on  the  nation.  The 

latter  alternative  is  the  method  which  the  lessons  of 

military  history  seem  to  recommend,  but  the  Air  staff 
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are  convinced  that  the  former  Is  the  correct  one. 

The  Issue  here  Is  not  whether  the  Air  Staff  got  the  future  conduct 

of  air  war  right  or  wrong  in  the  lnterwar  period.  It  Is  rather  the 

single-minded  persistence  of  such  attitudes  in  Bomber  Command  through  to 

the  Nuremburg  raid  of  March  1944,  and  the  resulting  marked  reluctance  to 

take  heed  of  unfavorable  Intelligence  or  to  adapt  to  other  types  of 
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operations.  In  fairness  to  the  RAF ,  however,  one  must  also  note  the 

number  of  extraordinary  airmen  who  came  out  of  the  lnterwar  air  force 
(men  like  John  S lessor,  Keith  Park,  Arthur  Tedder,  and  of  course,  Hugh 
Dowdlng) .  Thest'  airmen  showed  enormous  adaptability  to  the  conditions  of 
war  and  In  developing  operational  and  tactical  concepts  to  master  real 
world  difficulties .  Moreover,  whatever  the  Ideological  preconceptions  of 
Trenchard  in  favor  of  “strategic"  bombing,  one  must  also  note  that  most, 
of  these  younger,  flexible  officers  were  his  "boys." 

British  military  Institutions  during  the  lnterwar  period  had  an 
ambivalent  attitude  toward  the  Introduction  of  technology  Into  opera¬ 
tional  conceptions.  The  RAF  may  have  had  the  best  and  worst  record  on 
this  score.  On  one  hand.  Lord  Dowdlng's  contribution  to  the  Inclusion  of 
technology  In  the  establishment  of  an  air  defense  system  in  the  1930s  Is 
one  of  the  extraordinary  successes  of  the  lnterwar  period.  He  provided 
critical  support  for  the  development  of  radar  as  well  as  the  single 
seater  fighter,  as  the  head  of  the  RAF's  research  establishment .  Then  as 
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the  commander  of  Fighter  Command ,  he  waged  a  lonely  struggle  with  the  Air 
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Staff  to  build  an  Integrated  air  defense  system.  Finally.,  he 

conducted  and  won  the  Battle  of  Britain  with  the  force  structure  and 

operational  concepts  for  which  he  was  largely  responsible  --  surely  as 

great  a  conceptual  triumph  as  the  creation  of  the  German  panzer  force. 

On  the  other  hand,  even  though  " strategic "  bombing  lay  at  the  heart 

of  its  operational  concepts,  the  RAF  did  surprisingly  little  to  seek 

technological  aids  to  support  such  an  effort.  It  did  virtually  nothing 

to  solve  the  Intractable  problems  of  navigation ,  night  bombing  accuracy , 

marking  techniques,  etc.  When  asked  in  the  late  1920s  how  trained 

aircrews  would  find  their  targets,  the  future  Lord  Tedder  replied,  "You 
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tell  met*  Regrettably ,  most  RAF  commanders  did  not  face  up  to  this 

problem  until  1941  and  then  only  after  analysis  of  mission  photography 

Q3 

suggested  that  Bomber  Command  was  mostly  killing  cows. 

The  Royal  Navy  enthusiastically  (In  fact  one  could  say  almost  too 
enthusiastically )  adapted  Asdic  (sonar)  as  the  solution  to  the  U-boat, 
problem.  Developed  at  the  end  of  Nor  Id  Nar  I,  Asdic  did  in  fact  allow 
escort  vessels  to  detect  and  track  submarines.  Unfortunately,  the  full 
complexities  of  not  only  Identifying  but  also  attacking  successfully  the 

enemy  below  did  not  become  clear  until  one  was  actively  Involved  In 
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wartime  operational  conditions ,  It  is  clear  that  the  Navy  eagerly 
grasped  Asdic  technology  as  its  best  hope  to  defeat  the  submarine  threat, 
but  overconfidence  In  Asdic's  potential  and  In  the  Navy's  tactics  resulted 
in  an  underestimation  of  the  threat,  An  Admiralty  paper  of  the  late 
1930s  claimed  that  the  techniques  of  anti-submarine  warfare  had  reached 
the  point  where  Britain  could  " face  the  future  with  confidence  ...  and 
where  * it  can  be  stated  that  in  future  warfare  submarines  will  have  to 
face  a  form  of  defense  which  to  a  large  extent  [has]  robbed  them  of  their 
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chief  advantage,  l.e.,  their  Invisibility .  * 

On  the  role  of  alrpower  and  its  technological  and  operational 
Impact  on  naval  warfare,  the  Royal  Navy's  record  was  less  satisfactory. 
This  partially  resuited  from  the  fact  that  it  did  not  finally  gain  full 
control  of  even  Fleet  Air  Arm  from  the  RAF's  tenacious  hold  until  1937 , 
As  a  result,  the  capabilities  of  British  naval  aircraft  fell  considerably 
behind  those  of  the  Japanese  and  American  navies.  Nevertheless,  the 
British  naval  air  attack  on  the  Italian  Fleet  lying  In  Taranto  In 

November  1940  does  suggest  an  imaginative  and  innovative  use  of  available 
technology . 

Of  the  three  services,  the  Army's  record  was  the  poorest  In 

adapting  modern  technology  to  the  battlefield ,  British  tank  development 

in  the  1930s  lagged  behind  that  of  most  other  nations,  The  financial 

stringencies  offer  a  partial  explanation,  but  the  Army  was  not  all  that 

interested  in  the  issue.  In  Addition,  the  development  of  technological 

support  for  target  location  and  direction  of  artillery  was  loss  than 
Q& 

satisfactory . 

In  general,  Britain  seriously  neglecced  the  support  and  auxiliary 
services  before  1939.  In  the  Army,  the  existing  Territorial  Army  units 

were  Inadequate  to  man  Britain's  anti-aircraft  defenses;  supply  and 

construction  services  for  the  field  force  had  many  deficiencies;  and  the 
logistical  infra -structure  for  supporting  an  Art, y  in  extended  operations 
around  the  world  barely  existed.  The  Royal  Navy  was  in  better  shape, 
given  its  permanent  bases  and  logistical  support  structure  across  the 
Empire.  It  was  certainly  not,  however,  prepared  to  support  the  fleet  In 
extended  operations  in  the  Fa r  /fast  which  after  all  was  a  major  corner¬ 
stone  of  British  strategy  throughout  the  interwar  period.  Finally,  the 
RAF  was  not  prepared  for  world  wide  operations  or  even  for  the  extensive 
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logistical  support  that  a  major  "strategic"  bombing  effort  would  require. 

Even  In  Intelligence ,  the  British  were  underfunded  and  handicapped 
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through  to  the  beginning  of  the  war.  Nevertheless ,  the  British  did 
think  clearly  about  many  of  their  future  logistics  problems  before  the 
outbreak  of  war.  By  1942 ,  they  were  supporting  a  major  ground  war  In  the 
Far  East,  a  massive  ground,  sea,  and  air  battle  In  the  Mediterranean 
(both  around  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope),  and  laying  the  ground  for  a  massive 
air  assault  on  Germany's  homeland,  Not  only  was  the  logistical  support 
outstanding  but  the  success  of  intelligence  (and  not  just  1 Ultra")  was  of 
enormous  Importance  to  the  Anglo-American  effort.  The  British  thus 
avoided  repeating  the  most  serious  mistakes  of  the  previous  war. 

The  strategic  objectives  likely  to  be  assigned  to  the  services  In 
wartime  were  so  uncertain  In  the  1930s  that  It  Is  hardly  surprising  that 
their  operational  concepts  prosed  Ineffective  or  Inapplicable.  As  one 
prescient  observer  noted  in  1936: 

Here  Is  of  course  the  salient  difference  between  us  and 
Germany  chat  they  know  what  Army  they  will  use  and, 
broadly,  how  they  will  use  It  and  can  thus,  prepace  ... 
in  peace  for  such  an  event  ....  In  contrast  we  do  not 
even  know  yet  what  Army  we  are  to  contemplate  for 
purposes  of  supply  preparation  between  now  and  April 
293.9. 88 

As  a  result,  the  Army  was  equipped  for  Imperial  operations  In  the  late 
Thirties  and  prepared  neither  Intellectually  nor  In  terms  of  Its  table  of 
organization  to  meet  the  German  Army  on  the  continent .  Nevertheless ,,  in 
February  1939  Chamberlain  reversed  course  and  the  Army  found  Itself  In 
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September  of  Chat  year  plunked  down  In  a  defensive  role  on  the  Franca - 
Belgian  frontier  under  a  French  command  structure  with  which  it  had  no 
dealings  until  March  1939 .  Bomber  Command's  Initial  concepts  of  accurate 
* strategic "  bombing  by  daylight  limedlately  proved  Impractical  and  it  had 
to  evolve  new  operational  concepts  by  trial  and  error.  Fighter  Command's 
operational  concepts  for  home  defense  were  flawed,  hut  its  early  warning 
system  did  give  It  great  advantage  against  an  attacker  who  could  not 
remain  long  over  the  target  areas  and  who  switched  from  one  target 
profile  to  another .  As  in  1914  the  Royal  Navy  soon  destroyed  or 
blockaded  Germany's  surface  ships  but  the  enemy's  submarine  campaign 
severely  stretched  Its  operational  concepts.  Moreover,  it  proved  Impos¬ 
sible,  as  the  Chiefs  of  staff  suggested  In  the  late  1930s ,  to  maintain  or 
even  send  a  great  fleet  to  the  Far  East  at  the  same  time  the  Royal  Navy 
was  commit  ted  to  the  Mediterranean  and  to  the  North  Atlantic  struggle 
against  the  Germans.  The  dispatch  and  destruction  of  the  Repul se  and  the 
■Prince  of  Wales  underline  this  point.  In  terms  of  the  submarine  campaign 
in  the  North  Atlantic,  It  Is  not  reasonable  to  expect  that  the  Admiralty 
could  have  predicted  that  Germany  would  control  the  coasts  and  bases  of 
Europe  from  the  Bay  of  Biscay  to  the  North  Cape. 

As  we  have  seen  earlier  In  this  essay,  Britain's  foreign  and 
defense  policies  had  almost  completely  surrendered  the  initiative  to 
Germany  by  1939.  Only  at  sea  was  the  Royal  Navy  able  at  once  to  go  over 
to  the  offensive  against  a  much  weaker  opponent.  But  even  here  the 
Germans  determined  when  and  where  the  fieets  would  meet  and  as  their 
Norwegian  venture  showed  this  gave  them  an  important  advantage.  The  RAF 
had  placed  much  reliance  upon  Bomber  Command  as  an  offensive  Instrument 


against  military  targets  within  Germany ,  hut  the  flaws  in  the  operational 
concept  (Including  target  iocation  and  bombing  accuracy)  eventually 
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became  apparent. 

Only  when  the  enemy  became  over -extended  or  took  undue  risks ,  did 
opportunities  occur  to  pit  operational  strengths  against  enemy  weaknesses : 
a  minor  example  might  be  the  air  battles  over  Dunkirk  and  a  major  example 
was  obviously  Fighter  Cormumd' s  victory  over  the  Luftwaffe  in  summer  1940. 
It  can  scarcely  be  claimed ,  however ,  that  these  successes  were  the  result 
of  pre-war  doctrine.  There  were  several  notable  successes  that  directly 
resulted  from  pre-war  operational  concepts  and  training.  The  attack  on 
the  German  destroyers  in  Narvik  early  in  the  Norwegian  campaign  and  the 
handling  of  the  Mediterranean  fleet  in  summer  and  fall  1940  against  the 
Italians  indicated  that  the  Royal  Navy1 s  operational  training  and 
concepts  allowed  the  British  to  place  their  strengths  against  enemy 
weaknesses ,  The  most  interesting  case  is  that  of  the  British  victory 
over  the  Italians  in  the  desert  at  the  end  of  1940.  That  triumph 
resulted  from  the  pre-war  armored  capability  developed  in  Egypt  by  Percy 
Hobart.  His  operational  conception  of  a  hard  hitting ,  rapid  exploitation 
armored  force  was  not  all  that  different  from  that  developed  by  the 
Germans  at  the  end  of  the  1930s.  The  problem  was  that  the  British  Army 
in  general  was  unwilling  to  accept  such  an  approach,  By  fall  1939  Hobart 
was  on  his  way  home  from  Egypt  in  disgrace.  The  division  that  he 
trained,  of  course,  performed  in  spectacular  fashion  against  the 
Italians.  But  Che  attrition  of  combat  steadily  erroded  its  capabilities , 
while  some  of  its  best  commanders  such  as  Brigadier  Caunter,  largely 
responsible  for  the  initial  victories ,  were  shuffled  off  to  backwater 
assignments  in  India.  Their  replacements  from  England  had  no  conception 
of  armored  warfare.  Consequently,  one  of  the  saddest  stories  of  the  war 
is  the  gradual  erosion  of  the  Army's  operational  conceptions  and 
capabilities  in  the  desert,  so  that  by  May  1942  its  defensive  approach 
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was  not  all  that  different  from  that  which  the  Italians  had  possessed  In 
November  1940,  The  performance  of  British  armored  forces  In  the  first 
attacks  against  the  Italians  does  suggest  what  the  British  might  have 
achieved  with  a  more  serious  effort.  It  certainly  Indicates  that  the 
lack  of  resources  In  the  1930s  Is  not  the  only  explanation  for 
operational  and  tactical  weaknesses. 
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XV .  Tactical  Effectiveness 


One  truism  with  which  historians  love  to  berate  military  institu¬ 
tions  la  the  argument  that  the  Colonel  Blimps  consistently  prepare  for 
the  last  war.  This  is  not,  the  case  with  British  military  institutions  in 
the  interwar  period.  In  tact ,  one  could  argue  that  the  British  would 
have  performed  far  better  on  the  battlefields  of  World  War  II  had  they 
ruthlessly  prepared  to  fight  the  last  war.  It  is  worth ,  therefore, 

asking  what  kind  of  wa.r  the  British  military  services  were  fighting  in 
1918  and  how  they  responded  to  the  tactical  and  operational  problems  that 
they  faced.  By  November  1918,  after  the  hard  defeats  occasioned  by 
Ludendorff '  s  "Michael''  offensive,  the  British  Army  had  essentially  copied 
the  Gorman  tactical  conception  of  defense  in  depth,  As  the  of tonal vos 
launched  in  1918  (beginning  with  the  August  8th  attack  and  crowned  by  the 
breakthrough  of  the  Hlndenburg  line )  indicate,  British  tactical  concep 
tions  on  the  attack  were  not  far  behind  those  of  the  Germans  in  exploita¬ 
tion,  speed,  flexibility,  the  coordination  of  arms,  and  particularly  in 
the  use  of  tanks.  It  Is  worth  underlining  the  fact  that  the  German 

panzer  victories  of  1939-1941  rested  almost  entirely  on  the  exploitation 

doctrine  of  1918  German  infantry  tactics  and  their  gradual  extension 

Q9 

throughout  their  Army  In  the  Interwar  period.  In  the  air  in  1918 , 
the  RAF  fought  and  won  the  battle  to  win  general  air  superiority  over  the 
Western  Front.  Its  performance  rested  not  only  on  the  skill  of  its 
pilots  and  the  technological  capabilities  of  its  aircraft,  but  also  on 
the  massive  outpouring  of  British  Industry.  Moreover,  the  RAF  had 
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developed  tactical  capabilities  that  allowed  It  to  render  slanlfl cant 

90 

contribution  to  the  ground  battle.  In  the  naval  war  by  summer  1918, 

whatever  its  initial  reluctance  might  have  been  to  Introduce  the  convoy 

system ,  the  Royal  Navy  had  fully  mastered  the  German  U-boat  threat. 

Through  the  use  of  extensive  convoys ,  Intelligence  Information  gained  by 
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the  decodes  of  U-boat  traffic ,  and  the  extensive  use  of  aircraft. 

Including  some  equipped  with  searchlights  for  night  operations  over 
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convoys  In  home  waters,'  the  British  had  devised  a  tactical  and 
operational  system  that  had  robbed  the  U-boat  of  Its  early  war 
successes.  In  all  three  areas,  then,  the  tactical  problems  that  the 
British  had,  for  the  most  part,  successfully  addressed  by  1918  wore 
preclselu  the  same  tactical  problems  f admittedly  in  slightly  altered 
form )  that  they  would  face  at  the  outbreak  of  the  Second  World  War.  An 
examination  of  the  tactical  developments  in  the  lnterwar  period , 
unfortunately ,  suggests  that  the  British  did  anything  but  build  on  the 
lessons  of  the  last  war.  fn  fact,  the  whole  sorry  story  of  the  lnterwar 
period  suggests  that  British  military  institutions ,  like  British  society 
in  general,  made  every  effort  to  escape  the  realities  of  the  last  war  and 
to  forget  the  hard  lessons  of  that  conflict.  The  story  of  the  Brigadier 
who  exclaimed  at  the  end  of  the  war  that  at  last  "now  we  can  get  back  to 
the  real  business  of  soldiering"  may  be  apocryphal,  but  It  surely  repre¬ 
sents  a  mentality  all  too  prevalent. 

For  the  Royal  Navy,  World  War  I  had  been  anything  but  successful. 
For  an  officer  corps  brought  up  on  the  triumphs  of  Nelson  and  Howe, 
Jutland ,  even  though  a  strategic  victory,  had  been  a  considerable  opera¬ 
tional  aod  tactical  disappointment  (especially  considering  the  Royal 
Navy's  expectations) .  And  in  the  lnterwar  period  it  was  to  Jutland,  and 
not  to  the  long  hard  defense  of  the  trade  routes  against  submarines  in 
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the  1917-1918  period,  that  the  Royal  Navy  looked.  The  emphasis  on 
flexibility ,  initiative,  and  aggressive  battle  leadership  between  the 
wars  went  far  towards  correcting  the  deficiencies  that  had  appeared  at 
Jutland.  The  training  and  tactical  effectiveness  of  fleet  units  was 
high:  certainly  the  performance  of  the  Royal  Navy's  destroyers  at 
Narvik,  victory  over  Italian  fleet  units  In  the  battles  of  Calabria  and 
Cape  Hatapan,  and  the  sinking  of  the  Italian  battleships  at  Taranto 
suggests  a  higher  standard  In  the  Navy  In  1939-1940  than  was  the  case 
with  the  other  services.  Certainly ,  the  leadership  of  admirals  like 
Cunningham,  Mountbatten,  and  Vlan  was  very  high. 

There  were,  however,  serious  problems.  The  conflict  with  the  RAF 

exacerbated  the  underestimation  of  the  menace  of  land  based  air  to  fleet 

units.  The  First  Lord  of  the  Admiralty,  In  fact,  introduced  the  1937 

naval  estimates  by  arguing  that  anti-aircraft  guns  had  made  the  fleet  the 
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most  costly  target  enemy  aircraft  could  select.'  The  RAF's  strangle 
hold  over  the  Fleet  Air  Arm  through  1937  substantial  ly  retarded  the 
development  of  naval  alrpower.  The  raid  on  Taranto  Indicates  that  In  the 
operational  and  tactical  uses  of  naval  air  power,  the  British  were  not 
far  behind  the  Japanese  and  American  navies.  The  equipment  used, 
however,  the  Swordfish  bl-plane ,  underlines  how  deeply  in ter -service 
squabbles  had  retarded  the  capabilities  of  British  naval  alrpower. 

It  was  In  its  preparation  to  meet  the  submarine  threat  that  the 
Royal  Navy  Is  most  open  to  criticism.  There  were,  of  course,  mitigating 
circumstances .  It  was  difficult  to  estimate  how  effective  Asdic  would  be 
In  mastering  the  submarine.  And,  no  one  could  have  foreseen  that 
Germany's  submarine  force  wouid  utilize  bases  ranging  from  southern 
France  to  the  North  Cape.  Moreover ,  the  squabbles  between  the  RAF  and 
the  Navy  Impinged  on  the  development  of  effective  anti-submarine  tactics. 
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The  RAF  demanded  control  of  all  land  based  air  for  itself ;  however ,  Its 

love  affair  with  " strategic "  bombing,  prevented  It  from  devoting 

resources  to  the  air  defense  of  convoys  against  submarine  attack.  Not 

until  1936  did  the  RAF  establish  Coastal  Command  as  an  Independent  force, 

and  that  command  remained  a  poor  relation  within  the  RAF  until  well  Into 
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World  War  if.'  This  factor  clearly  affected  the  vulnerability  of 

Britain’s  trade  routes,  for  It  Is  worth  underlining  that  by  the  end  of 

World  War  I  not  only  the  importance  but  also  the  tactics  of  air  support, 
for  the  defense  of  convoys  were  clear.  As  the  Air  Historical  Branch 
official  historian  notes: 

The  conclusion  of  the  Naval  Staff  In  1918  on  the  correct 
usage  of  air  escort  was  that  ‘a  single  escorting  machine 
should  keep  close  to  the  convoy  as,  for  for  feat  of 

being  betrayed  by  the  track  of  their  torpedoes,  the 
u-boat  commanders  refrain  from  attack  on  convoys  with 
aerial  escort.’  The  Ideal  was  that  a  convoy  should  be 
escorted  by  at  least  two  aircraft,  one  keeping  close  and 
one  cruising  wide  to  prevent  a  submarine  on  the  surface 
from  getting  in  a  position  to  attack.  The  rear  of  the 
convoy  should  not  be  omitted,  for  a  submarine  may  be 

following  on  the  chance  of  getting  In  an  attack  after 
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dark. 

But  when  all  is  said  and  done,  the  Royal  Navy  did  underestimate  the 
threat.  The  result  led  to  too  few  resources  and  a  slackness  In  tactical 
preparations .  Most,  tests  of  anti  ■  submarine  tactics  between  the  war  took 
place  in  daytime,  during  periods  of  good  weather,  in  limited  locations, 
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and  for  on ly  short  periods  of  time.  Moreover ,  naval  exercises  dealt 

almost  exclusively  with  the  protection  of  a  high  speed  batt.lefleet  and 
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not  with  the  problems  involved  In  protecting  slow  moving  convoys. 
Some  pre-war  optimism  on  the  U-boat  threat  resulted  from  the  mistaken 
belief  that  German  submarines  would  attack  while  submerged.  A  close  look 

a t  emerging  U-boat  tactics  at  the  end  of  World  War  I  would  have  Indicated 
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that  the  Germans  would  make  coordinated  night-time  surface  attacks , 

Finally ,  the  Admiralty  compounded  tactical  weaknesses  by  basing  its 

estimate  of  escort  requirements  on  the  size  of  enemy  submarine  fleets 

rather  than  on  the  number  of  escort  vessels  needed  to  protect  British 
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shipping. 

On  the  whole,  the  Royal  Navy  did  the  best  job  of  the  three  services 
in  preparing  Its  tactical  approach  for  war.  Admittedly,  It.  underesti¬ 
mated  the  alrcra.it  and  submarine  threat,  but  then  so  did  virtually  every 
other  Navy.  1't  did  provide  Its  officer  corps  with  a  sense  of  flexibil¬ 
ity ,  drive ,  risk  taking,  and  adaptability .  And  those  qualities , 
particularly  the  latter  one  of  adaptability,  enabled  It  to  play  the 
crucial  role  In  winning  the  Battle  of  the  Atlantic . 

The  RAF' s  performance  In  the  lnterwar  years  was  less  satisfactory . 
Even  in  ah:  defense,  serious  problems  emerged ,  Fighter  Command,  <is 
suggested  above ,  did  an  excellent  Job  of  working  out  the  operational 
problems  of  coordinating  its  radar  system  with  the  single- engine  fighter 
force.  On  the  problems  Involved  in  air-to-air  tactics.  Its  solutions 
were  less  satisfactory .  Its  fighter  pilots  flew  In  close  formation  /Jos 
rather  than  In  the  looser  finger  four  formation  adopted  by  the  Germans  on 
the  basis  of  experience  In  the  Spanish  civil  War.  Not  until  It  had  cun 
into  the  buzz  saw  of  German  Bf  109  fighters  did  the  RAF  adapt  at 
considerable  cost  to  Itself.  If  Fighter  Command  had  problems  with  its 
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tactical  approach  to  air-to-air  combat,  it  possessed  a  better  conception 
of  air  tactics  than  did  many  within  the  Air  Ministry.  Sir  John  Slessor „ 
the  Air  Staff's  chief  planner  in  the  late  1930s,  suggested  In  1936  that 
the  RAF  needed  only  a  few  single-seat  fighters  for  air  defense  since  a 
two-seat  fighter  offered  better  prospects . 100  As  late  as  1938  the  Air 
staff  argued  vigorously  for  a  two-seat  fighter  (the  ill-fated,  disastrous 
Boulton  Paul  “Defiant"!  over  the  "Spitfire"  and  "Hurricane /  memoran¬ 
dum  generated  in  spring  1938  suggested: 

The  speed  of  modern  bombers  is  so  great  that  it  is  only 
worthwhile  to  attack  them  under  conditions  which  allow 
no  relative  motion  between  the  fighter  and  its  target. 

The  fixed  gun  fighter  with  guns  firing  ahead  can  only 

realize  these  conditions  by  attacking  the  bomber  from 

dead  astern.  The  duties  of  a  fighter  engaged  in  "air 

superiority"  fighting  will  be  the  destruction  of 

opposing  fighters  ...  .  For  the  purpose.  It  requires  an 

armament  that  can  be  used  defensively  as  well  as 
offensively ,  in  order  to  enable  It  to  penetrate  into 
enemy  territory  and  withdraw  at  will.  The  fixed- gun 
fighter  can  not  do  this ,101 

Dowding' s  spirited  objections,  however,  kept  such  unrealistic  thinking 

from  Influencing  either  Fighter  Command's  tactical  approach  or  procure- 
102 

ment  program. 

The  difficulties  Involved  In  hitting  a  target  accurately  from  the 
air  had  emerged  by  the  end  of  World  War  I.  In  September  1917,  Lt.  Cmdr 
Lord  Tiverton  of  the  Royal  Waval  Air  Service  reported  to  the  Air  Board 
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that  "experience  has  shown  that  it  Is  quite  easy  for  five  squadrons  to 

set  out  to  bomb  a  particular  target  and  for  only  one  of  those  five  ever 

to  reach  the  objective;  while  the  other  four.  In  the  honest  belief  that 

they  have  done  so,  have  bombed  four  different  villages  which  bore  little, 
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If  any,  resemblance  to  the  one  they  desired  to  attack .  *  By  the  late 

1930s ,  there  was  little  In  RAF  tests  to  suggest  that  It  had  mastered 

either  the  navigational  problems  or  the  issue  of  hitting  the  target 

effectively  once  aircraft  had  arrived.  A  1937  experiment  underlined  the 

extent  of  the  accuracy  problem.  The  RAF  placed  30  obsolete  aircraft 

within  the  circumference  of  a  circle  possessing  a  1,000  yard  diameter, 

For  one  week,  Bomber  Command  attacked  the  stationary  aircraft  from  high 

and  low  level.  At  the  test's  completion,  the  effort  had  destroyed  only  2 

aircraft,  had  damaged  11  beyond  repair,  had  left  6  damaged  but  reparable, 
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and  had  missed  11  entirely. 

These  difficulties  in  finding  and  hitting  targets  whether  by  day  or 

night  plagued  British  airmen  throughout  World  War  1.1  despite  the  Immense 

resources  that  were  available  to  solve  the  problem.  It  is  not  surprising 

then,  given  limited  resources,  that  the  technological  and  tactical 

•* 

solutions  remained  beyond  the  capabilities  of  the  lnterwar  RAF.  What, 
however,  Is  less  excusable  was  the  fact  that  many  on  the  Air  Staff  and 
Bomber  Command  never  recognized  the  existence  of  a  serious  problem. 
Admittedly  some  did  recognize  the  problem.  In  May  1939,  the  Assistant 
chief  of  the  Air  Staff  admitted  that: 

it  remains  true,  however ,  that  In  the  hormi  defense 
exercise  last  year,  bombing  accuracy  was  very  poor 
Indeed.  Investigation  into  this  matter  Indicates  that 
this  was  probably  due  to  [the]  failure  to  Identify 
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targets  rather  thar,  the  fatigue.105 

The  general  belief ,  however,  was  that  in  a  future  war  the  RAF  would  find 
and  hit  its  targets  with  relative  Impunity. 

The  inaccuracy  of  Bomber  Command  had  obvious  implications  for  the 
RAF' s  ability  to  support  the  Army.  Given  the  love  affair  with 
* strategic "  bombing ,  the  RAF  had  little  desire  to  help  the  Army  with 
close  air  support  missions.  An  Air  Staff  memorandum  of  November  1939 
sums  up  twenty  years  of  rigid  refusal  to  prepare  to  support  the  Army. 

Briefly  the  Air  Staff  view  --  which  is  based  on  a  close 
study  of  the  subject  over  many  years  --  is  as  follows t 
The  true  function  of  bomber  aircraft  in  support  of  the 
Army  is  to  Isolate  the  battlefield  from  reinforcement 
and  supply,  to  block  or  delay  the  movement  of  reserves, 
and  generally  to  create  disorganization  and  confusion 
behind  the  enemy  front  ...  .  But  neither  in  attack  nor 
in  defense  should  bombers  be  used  on  the  battlefield 
itself,  save  in  exceptional  circumstances  ...  .  All 

experience  of  war  ;  roves  that  such  action  is  not  only 
very  costly  in  casualties  but  is  normally  uneconomical 
and  ineffective  compared  with  the  results  of  the  correct 
employment  by  aircraft  on  the  lines  above.105 

The  above  is  Indeed  a  surprising  document  when  one  considers  that  the 
Polish  campaign  had  Just  ended,  The  result  was  that  the  tactics  of  close 
air  support  had  to  be  worked  out  on  the  battlefields  of  North  Africa 
at.  considerable  cost  to  Army  and  RAF  alike. 
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In  short,,  the  myopia  of  the  Air  Staff  hindered  the  development  of  a 
broadly  based  conception  of  alrpower  and  the  capability  to  render 
inter-service  support  to  the  Army  and  the  Royal  Navy.  Admittedly , 
Trenchard's  devotion  to  his  service  and  his  advocacy  of  alrpower  saved 
the  RAF  as  an  Independent  service .  But;  too  many  of  those  In  the  higher 
positions  of  the  Air  Staff  allowed  doctrine  to  become  dogma  and  failed  to 
examine  the  difficulties  that  had  emerged  even  in  peacetime  flying . 

Air  forces  picture  themselves  as  possessing  an  Inherent  flexibility 
and  capacity  to  Inflict  surprise  attacks  on  their  opponents.  What  they 
have  been  less  willing  to  recognize  are  the  inherent  dl sad vantages  of 
airpower:  its  dependency  on  fixedj  vulnerable  air  bases ,  the  necessity  of 
favorable  weather  conditions ,  the  difficulties  Involved  in  identifying 
and  hitting  targets  in  urifavorable  circumstances ,  and  finally  the  vulner¬ 
ability  of  aircraft  to  enemy  counter -action.  It  is  not  surprising,  and 

perhaps  more  excusable ,  that  the  RAF  should  have  possessed  a 
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Hel  tiinschauufig  similar  to  that  possessed  by  even  air  forces  today, 

but  the  weaknesses  In  tactical  preparation  before  the  war  to  meet  combat 

demands  placed  the  RAF  in  a  position  from  which  it  could  not  take 

advantage  of  airpower 'a  "inherent"  flexibility, 

The  British  Army  during  the  lnterwar  period  provides  the  widest 

disparity  in  terms  of  adaptation  and  preparation  for  war  in  the  modern 

world.  The  most  obvious  explanation  was  the  desire  of  not  only  British 

society  but  also  the  Army's  officer  corps  to  escape  the  last  war's 

horrors.  This  was  undoubtedly  a  part  of  the  problem,  but  other  factors 

were  also  at  work.  As  the  years  passed,  more  and  more  of  the  officer 

corps  consisted  of  officers  who  had  no  battle  experience  -a  phenomena 
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that  obviously  takes  place  In  all  armies.  Consequently ,  unless  an 

Army  possesses  mechanisms  to  insure  that  those  at  the  sharp  end,  the 
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combat  armSj  receive  realistic  training  in  peacetime  baaed  on  a  doctrine 
that  grasps  the  fundamental  complexities  of  combat ,  It  will  gradually 
lose  contact  with  the  hard  lessons  learned  on  the  battlefields  of  the 
last  war,  The  German  Army  between  the  wars  obviously  possessed  such  a 
mechanism,  one  that  Insured  that  the  lessons  of  the  last  war  were  realis¬ 
tically  incorporated  into  bot’<  doctrine  and  hard ,  realistic  training, 
That  mechanism  was  the  general  staff . 

In  the  British  Army,  there  was  no  such  mechanism.  The  Army  had  no 
general  staff  as  was  the  case  with  the  Germans,  There  were  some  British 
officers,  of  courso,  who  fully  grasped  what  the  armies  were  doing 
tactically  at  the  end  of  World  War  I,  Liddell  Wart,  working  In  the  \?arl y 
post-war  period  as  a  junior  officer  for  General  Sir  Ivor  Haxse,  fully 
understood  the  principles  behind  the  operational  experience  of  1919,  In 
his  early  work  on  Infantry  tactics,  he  sought  simplicity  in  the  hope  that 
NCOS  and  soldiers  as  well  as  officers  could  grasp  these  principles  to  the 
point  that  they  could  react  automatically  in  battle,  The  crux  of  the 
matter,  however,  was  not  how  intelligently  individuals  within  the  Army 
devised  solutions  to  the  tactical  problems  of  World  War  I,  but  rather  how 
deeply  and  thoroughly  such  conceptions  reached  throughout  the  Army,  As 
Liddell  Hart's  boss,  Maxse,  noted  on  Lldell  Hart's  ‘ten  commandments'  for 
Infantry  tactics  In  1919: 

The  above  reply  Co  your  letter  is  easy.  What  is 
difficult ,  and  will  require  ten  years  of  strenuous 
endeavor,  will  be  to  get  the  doctrine  understood , 
adopted  and  actually  practiced  over  a  scattered  Bmp l re 
like  ours!  It  is  a  big  training  task  ---  and  implies  a 
mental  effort  on  the  part  of  a  number  of  officers  who 
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disiihe  thinking,  But  we  can  do  much  to  start  on  good 

,  .  109 

lines. 

Unfortunately  moat  of  the  senior  leadership  had  little  of  Haxse* a 
interest  in  the  tactical  or  training  lessons  of  the  last  war .  Wot  untiJ 
1932  did  the  Army  establish  a  committee  to  study  the  war's  lessons  -- 
much  too  late  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  either  doctrine  or 
training,110 

Conseguently ,  without  a  central  direction  to  Army  doctrine  and 

training ,  approaches  within  the  Army  varied  widely  from  unit  to  unit.  In 

some  areas ,  particularly  with  regards  to  the  Royal  artillery  ,11:L  the 

lessons  of  the  last  war  remained  much  at  hand  in  lnterwar  training  and  a 
real  doctrine  exi a  ted.  Most  regiments ,  however ,  did  not  achieve  a 

realistic  level  of  training ,  nor  did  they  possess  a  common  doctrine,  The 
approach  of  doctrine  and  training  remained  thoroughly  idiosyncratic 
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driven  by  individuals  rather  than  a  coherent ,  well  thought  out  program. 

One  of  the  great  strengths  of  the  British  Army  in  the  lnterwar 
period  was  its  reylmentai  system,  That  system  provided  for  intense  unit 
loyalty ,  strong  unit  cohesion ,  and  a  tradition  of  military  accomplish¬ 
ments  --  all  of  which  are  Important  contributors  to  effectiveness  on  the 
battlefield .  The  British  soldier,  in  most  cases ,  remained  a  dogged  and 
tenacious  combatant  on  the  modern  battlefield  with  a  firm  sense  of 
loyalty  to  his  comrades  and  to  his  unit.  The  problem  was  that  the 
regimental  system  also  engendered  a  "we- they"  syndrome.  Thus,  It  proved 
impossible  to  inculcate  a  standard  doctrinal  approach  to  training 
throughout  the  Army.  It  also  made  it  difficult  to  achieve  close  coopera¬ 
tion  between  the  arms  at  the  tactical  level.  There  were  those  within  the 
services  and  outside  who  argued  for  a  close  integration  of  arms.  Liddell 
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hart  and  J.F.C.  Fuller  both  strongly  supported  such  an  approach  as  did 

113 

the  interwar  manuals.  Unfortunately  there  is  little  sign  that  the 

Army  exercised  itseif  to  achieve  such  a  close  Integration  of  combat 
114 

arms. 

The  regimental  system  with  its  emphasis  on  sociability  and 
conformity  also  Impeded  the  development  of  professional  thought.  Ur 1  ting 
in  1932,  George  Lindsay,  by  then  a  brigadier ,  suggested: 

The  day  is  past  when  It  suffices  for  an  officer  to  be  a 

good  regimental  officer,  a  good  sportsman,  and  a 

practical  soldier;  the  value  of  these  qualities  good  as 

they  are,  will  be  negligible  in  the  next  war  unless 

combined  with  a  degree  of  knowledge  hitherto  considered 

unnecessary.  Such  knowledge  is  not  to  be  picked  up 

casually  by  virtue  or  ordinary  military  routine ,  hunting 

or  playing  games:  it  requires  properly  organized 

instruction  by  competent  teachers ,  such  as  cannot.  In  my 

opinion ,  be  given  by  infantry  battalions  as  now 
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organized  in  'penny  packets.’ 

Finally,  the  regimental  system  impeded  expansion  of  the  armored  and 
mechanized  forces  In  the  late  1930s .  Pather  than  expand  the  Royal  Tank 
Regiment  which  had  carried  out  the  basic  development  work  on  armored 
warfare,  the  War  Office  ordered  the  cavalry  regiments  to  give  up  their 
horses  for  mechemlzed  weapons  of  which  they  had  not  the  slightest 
technical  conception.  The  official  explanation  was  that  "the  present 
[193 7]  would  be  a  most  unfortunate  moment  to  disturb  an  organization 
which  has  valuable  traditions  and  has  survived  the  lean  years  through 
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which  it  has  passed  since  the  war .  The  CIGS  at  the  time ,  Lord 

Gort,  was  blunter  when  he  admitted  to  Liddell  Hart  that  "wo  mustn't  upset 
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the  people  In  the  clubs  by  moving  too  fast  ...  ." 

If  there  was  little  conception  of  Inter-combat  arms  cooperation , 

there  was  virtually  no  preparation  In  the  Arm y  to  Integrate  the  other 

services  into  tactical  doctrine.  The  Army  was  scarcely  more  Interested 

In  close  air  support  than  wo s  the  RAF.  Significantly,  the  War  Office's 

23-page  booklet ,  'Notes  on  Lessons  of  the  Great  War, '  (not  published 

until  1934),  contained  only  one  anodyne  sentence  on  the  subject  of  close 

air  support  i  “The  addition  of  low  flying  assauit  fighters  as  maintained 
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by  some  foreign  countries  is  also  worthy  of  consideration . * 

The  notion  of  seeking  surprise  and  gaining  the  initiative  was 

featured  in  much  of  the  writings  of  the  British  reformers,  Both  Fuller 

and  Liddell  Hart  placed  such  conceptions  at  the  heart  of  their  argument 

for  creating  an  armored  mechanized  force.  Such  a  force,  they  argued, 

with  its  emphasis  on  surprise  and  mobility  would  be  a  significant  step 

towards  the  prevention  of  another  tactical  stalemate.  Liddell  Hart' s 

writings,  In  particular  emphasized  surprise  as  well  as  the  exploitation 
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of  any  breakthrough  by  deep  penetrating  armored  forces.  Such 

arguments  by  an  outsider  struck  a  responsive  chord  within  a  portion  of 
the  officer  corps .  The  experimental  maneuvers  with  armored  forces  and 
the  work  of  those  like  Hobart,  Broad,  Lindsay,  and  Pile  made  major 
contributions  to  working  out  the  problems  Involved  in  applying  theories 
to  the  battlefield .  When  he  commanded  a  brigade  in  Egypt  in  the  early 
1930b,  Pile  practiced  a  night  crossing  of  the  Suez  Canal  to  illustrate 
the  value  of  surprise.  Wuvell  and  Montgomery  were  also  similarly 
interested  in  emphasizing  surprise  in  the  Army's  tactical  approach  to 
war.  The  most  interesting  case  is  that  of  Percy  Hobart  who  in  training 
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the  7th  Armored  Division  in  Egypt  during  the  1933-1939  period  insured 

that  the  key  principles  on  which  the  division's  training  was  established 
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were  tactical  surprise  and  rapid  exploitation. 

In  general ,  however,  the  Army  only  paid  lip  service  to  surprise. 

Hobart  soon  found  himself  shuffled  off  to  retirement  and  service  in  1940 

as  a  corporal  In  the  Home  Guard.  The  Army's  leaders  and  the  War  Office 

remiilned  cautious  and  conservative  In  their  outlook,  In  1938  the  Chiefs 

of  Staff  (reflecting  undoubtedly  the  Army's  point  of  view )  commented  that 

a  German  advance  through  the  Low  Countries  " despite  mechanized  forces, 
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would  be  considerably  slower  than  In  the  last  war." 

In  a  direct  sense  the  Army's  ability  to  support  tactical 
conceptions  rested  on  weak  foundations.  From  anti-tank  guns,,  to  tanks, 
to  the  logistic  base,  the  government1 s  unwillingness  to  prepare  the  Army 
for  war  until  March  1939  shackled  British  tactical  capabilities 
throughout  World  War  II.  In  June  1939,  Laurence  Carr,  Director  of  Staff 
Duties  at  the  War  Office,  graphically  described  the  difficulties 
resulting  from  the  government's  tardy  awakening . 

The  main  difficulty  has  been  the  gradual  broadening  of 
the  basis  of  calculation.  If  only  it  had  been  possible 
to  go  large  from  the  start,  all  would  have  been  well 
now.  You  will  recall  that  in  April  1933  we  received  a 
charter  to  prepare  for  a  F.F.  [ Field  Force]  of  4  diva 
and  a  mobile  dlv  to  be  rearmed  for  a  war  In  the  Middle 
East,  the  rearmament  to  spread  over  5  years.  The  T.A. 
[Territorial  Army]  did  not  come  in  except  for  the 
necessity  of  providing  them  with  a  bare  minimum  training 
equipment.  With  this  mill  stone  of  5  years  in  which  to 
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reaim  the  provisions  department  could  not  develop  a  very 
large  increase  In  armament  factories.  As  the  basis  of 
our  readiness  for  war  had  been  progressively  Increased , 
the  original  layout  has  proved  quite  inadequate,  For 
heavy  armaments  like  Cruiser  and  ,l‘  [ infantry ]  Tanks 
and  medium  guns  no  new  factory  can  start  production  in 
much  under  a  year.  In  Oct  1938  our  charter  was  changed 
to  a  continental  war  with  a  second  Mobile  Dlv  and  4  T.A. 
diva  added  to  the  F,A.  [Field  Army],  We  worked  out  all 
requirements  for  this ,  and  the  provisions  departments 
had  Just  gotten  under  weigh  Csl£]  as  to  how  the 
addl tional  equipment  might  he  produced,  Then  in 
February  1939  the  Cabinet  in  order  to  save  money  reduced 
the  rate  of  dispatch  of  the  above  mentioned  F.F,  knowing 
that  by  so  doing  there  would  not  be  so  many  reserves  to 
be  held  in  peace.  This  meant  another  recvaluatlon .  yfllt 
the  end  of  March  1939  the  P.M .  [Prime  Minister]  suddenly 
announced  the  scheme  of  doubling  the  T.A.  ...  and  at  the 
same  time  stated  that  the  necessary  equipment  and  war 
potential  for  the  32  diva  regular  and  T.A.  would  be 
provided  . .  ,  This  has  meant  a  complete  new  conspectus 
involving  a  mass  of  work  ...  .  you  will  realize  the 
vast  increase  of  all  types  of  equipment  (both  unit  and 
reserve]  required  to  meet  this  charter  ...  .  Bven  now 

working  night  shifts  the  .factories  can  only  make  minor 
improvements  on  our  output.  So  new  factories  have  to  be 
found  and  we  know  that  roughly  speaking  they  will 
produce  nothing  for  a  year 
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In  the  light  of  the  government' a  belated  acceptance  of  a  continental 

comml  tment  it  is  not  surprising  that  the  Army  was  badly  equipped  to  face 

the  Germans.  "It  must  be  said  to  our  shame,"  Montgomery  records  in  his 

Memoirs,  " chat  we  sent  our  Army  Into  that  most  modern  war  with  weapons 
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and  equipment  which  were  quite  Inadequate."  The  real  question  is 
not  so  much  the  Inadequacies  of  British  equipment  to  support  the  Army's 
tactical  approach  In  the  early  part  of  the  war  but  rather  its  failure  to 
catch  up  to  the  German  lead  throughout  the  whole  war. 

Given  the  Army's  weaknesses ,  it  was  simply  impossible  to  avoid 
placing  British  weaknesses  against  German  strength  in  the  early  par t  of 
the  war.  The  result  was  the  wreckage  of  burnt  out  British  tanks  and  dead 
soldiers  spread  from  Norway,  to  France ,  to  Greece,  and  to  North  Africa 
from  1940  to  1942,  At  least  the  Royal  Navy  and  the  RAF  faced  similar 
weaknesses  on  the  other  side  of  the  hill  to  their  own  flawed  tactical 
forces.  The  number  of  German  U-boats  was  miniscule ,  and  their  numbers 
would  grow  only  slowly.  Given  the  relative  newness  of  airpower ,  both  the 
MF  and  the  Luftwaffe  held  forces  with  flawed  tactical  conceptions ,  The 
RAF  in  many  ways  adapted  faster  than  its  continental  opponent  and 
whatever  the  difficulties  of  the  first  air  battles  the  RAF  was  rarely  in 
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This  nummary  treatment  of  the  British  services  between  the  two 
world  wars  is  bound  to  appear  unduiy  criticai  in  that  their  "effective¬ 
ness'1  is  inevitabiy  reiated  to  t heir  performance  in  the  Second  World 
War.  Given  that  successive  governments  were  overwhelmingly  concerned  to 
avoid  war  and  gave  domestic  problems  priority  until  the  last  possible 
moment ,  the  armed  forces  were  bound  to  emerge  badly  in  comparison  with 
the  militaristic  and  aggressive  nations  like  Germany  and  Japan.  As  we 
have  seen ,  the  "Ten  year  Rule"  actually  discouraged  the  services  from 
preparing  for  war ,  and  foe  many  years  after  its  cancellation  reasonable 
request s  for  Increased  expenditure  were  rejected  or  reduced,  Service 
leaders  held  few  Illusions  about  the  unpreparedness  of  their  forces  and 
ferverently  endorsed  the  Government's  policy  of  buying  time  by  appeasing 
potential  enemies.  In  political  discussions  much  play  was  made  with  the 
notion  that  the  Services,  particularly  the  Navy  and  the  Air  Force,  were 
being  rearmed  as  ‘deterrents'  to  would-be  aggressors.  The  concept , 
however,  was  completely  lacking  of  the  sophistication  it  acquired  after 
1945,  and  no  attempt  was  made  to  check  whether  in  fact  'deterrence'  was 
having  the  desired  effect  Events  were  to  show  that  Germany  and  Japan 
were  not  deterred  but,  Ironically ,  Britain  was  herseif  deterred  from  an 
all-out  bombing  offensive  for  fear  of  German  retaliation .  Moreover,  in 


some  Important  respects,  the  quest  for  'deterrence'  actually  hindered  the 
services'  (and  especial ly  the  RAF' a)  preparation  for  war. 
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It  is  perhaps  worth  adding  that  British  tradition ,  manifest  in  the 

Services  as  well  as  In  many  aspects  of  civilian  life ,  set  more  store  on 

improvisation  and  ‘muddling  through'  than  on  what  was  regarded  as  the 

Teutonic  obsession  with  ‘efficiency , ‘  Faultless  drill ,  beautifully 

groomed  horses ,  and  polished  metalwork  might  well  be  rated  above  accurate 

124 

shooting  or  proficiency  on  maneuvers.  It  would,  however,  be  a 

mistake  to  assume  that  battalions  who  prided  themselves  on  sporting 
prowess  or  ‘spit  and  polish'  necessarily  performed  badly  in  combat. 

Furthermore,  Britain's  strong  points  In  preparing  for  ‘total  war' 
lie  in  a  certain  sense  on  the  margin  of  pure  military  effectiveness .  For 
example,  the  British  had  evolved  an  excellent  committee  system  for  the 
analysis  of  strategic  issues  and  for  civil -military  cooperation  which 
stood  the  test  of  war  and  provided  a  foundation  for  Anglo-American 
cooperation,  Britain's  record  of  technological  invention  was  also 
impressive  and  if  some  weapons  systems  (e.g.,  the  tank)  were  not  intelli¬ 
gently  exploited ,  others  (e.g.,  modern  fighters  in  conjunction  with  radar 
and  radio  communications)  were  rapidly  developed  and  were  not  equally 
emulated  by  Germany .  Finally,  though  little  was  actually  done  before  the 

outbreak  of  war,  peacetime  planning  for  the  near-total  mobilization  of 

12  § 

manpower  and  resources  was  far  advanced.  These  broader  aspects  of 

efficiency  In  war-making  have  to  be  set  against  the  services'  tactical, 
strategic ,  and  structural  shortcomings  on  which  this  paper  has  laid  such 
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Introduction 


From  the  Meiji  Restoration  in  1068  to  1946,  the  Japanese  armed 
services  provided  the  foundation  for  plans  to  identify,  protect, 
modernize,  and  expand  Japan's  national  interests.  By  the  end  of  the 
First  World  War  Japan  was  recognized  as  one  of  the  great  powers.  At  the 
same  time  the  East  Aslan  newcomer  started  to  face  its  severest  test  --a 
struggle  of  traditional  national  and  cultural  values  against  the  modern 
challenges  and  opportunities  as  a  new  meniber  of  the  international 
community  of  first  class  powers.  Political ,  economic,  and  military  powex 
rested  at  the  heart  of  Japan's  new-found  position  on  the  international 
scene,  but  it  was  also  painfully  evident  to  tAe  Japanese  that  they  were 
not  recognized  as  an  equal  by  the  great  powers,  particularly  by  the 
United  States. 

At  the  Versailles  Peace  Conference  in  1919  Japan  proposed  the 
acceptance  in  the  preamble  of  the  Covenant  of  the  League  of  Nations  of  a 
general  principle  recognizing  racial  equality:  signatories  were  to 
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accord  to  aii  alien  nationals  equal  and  Just  treatment  In  every  respect 
while  making  no  distinction  on  account  of  their  race  or  nationality, 
Although  11  out  of  17  votes  In  the  League  commission  were  recorded  in 
favor  of  the  Japanese  amendment,  U.S.  President  Woodrow  Wilson ,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  commission  and  with  the  support  of  the  British  and  Australians , 
declared  It  lost,  under  the  unanimity  principle.  On  the  other  hand, 

through  the  Insistent  demand  of  Wilson,  the  Monroe  Doctrine  reservation 
was  Inserted  In  the  Covenant  of  the  League  of  Nations Yet  recogni¬ 
tion  of  Japanese  regional  ambitions  and  rights  on  the  east  coast  of  the 
Aslan  continent  was  not  included  in  the  great  charter.  Indeed,  In  an 
awkward  showdown  the  Japanese  delegation  was  obligated  to  give  personal 
assurances  at  the  Versailles  Peace  Conference  that  Japan's  armed  forces 
would  withdraw  from  the  Chinese  province  of  Shantung.  Slowly  and 
reluctantly  the  Japanese  complied,  but  only  after  Western  Insistence  at 
the  Washington  Conference  of  1921-1922.  Many  Japanese  viewed  that 
disparity  with  much  mistrust  at  the  outset  of  the  lnterwar  years. 

Japan  faced  two  possible  courses  of  action.  It  could  stand  up  for 
Justice  and  equal  treatment  as  a  new  nation-state  among  first  class 

powers,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  international  community  was 

dominated  by  Anglo-Saxon  interests  and  by  American  wealth.  Such  a  course 
of  action  would  Implicitly  require  Japan  to  sacrifice  Its  longstanding 
special  Interests  In  China.  Conversely ,  Japan  could  adhere  to  its 

traditional  and  narrowly  conceived  nineteenth  century  principles  of  power 
and  very  cautiously  follow  a  more  Independent  course  of  action  as  a  rival 
of  the  other  great  powers.  For  either  course  of  action,  however,  the 
effectiveness  of  Japanese  armed  services  at  the  political,  strategic, 
operational,  and  tactical  levels  would  be  of  dire  Importance  to  the 
welfare  of  that  new  nation-state  and  its  people. 
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In  the  turbulent  times  and  changing  International  conditions 

between  the  world  wars,  Japan's  armed  services  at  first  sought  to  retain 

and  then  to  elaborate  upon  their  historical  role  In  Japanese  society. 

Tradition -  ally  they  enjoyed  legal  independence  and  the  ability  to  coerce 

cabinets ,  but  in  the  interwar  period  until  the  early  1930s  the  armed 

services  were  obligated  to  seek  informal  coalitions  or  working  agreements 

2 

with  career  civilian  bureaucrats. 

It  was  not  unusual  for  the  military ,  particularly  the  Army,  to 
initiate  military  operations  that,  in  turn.,  had  the  potential  to 
influence  the  strategy  of  the  armed  forces  and  the  political  policy  of 
the  government.  A  case  in  point  was  the  military' s  interventionist 
activities  in  Siberia  starting  in  1918.  The  Japanese  government  agreed 
originally  to  participate  in  an  allied  expedition  of  modest  proportions, 
but  the  Japanese  military  and  the  expansionists  seized  the  occasion  for 
rapid  escalation  of  military  operations  by  trying  to  rally  anti -Bolshevik 
forces  and  to  keep  the  Bolsheviks  from  capturing  Important  materiel 
intended  earlier  for  the  Czarlst  government.  Well  over  three  divisions 
of  the  Japanese  Army  were  stationed  deep  in  Siberia  as  far  west  as  Lake 
Baykal,  some  1,500  miles  from  the  Sea  of  Japan.  But  the  excess  of  the 
operation  bec^une  a  source  of  embarrassment  for  the  government,  therefore, 
the  military  involve  tent  in  the  government' s  foreign  policy  had  to  be 
curtailed .  As  a  result  of  negotiations  during  the  Washington  Conference, 
the  Japanese  were  obligated  to  withdraw  their  troops  from  eastern 
Siberia.  And  in  a  eparate  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  1925, 
Japan  agreed  to  withdraw  occupation  trrrps  from  northern  Sakhalin  in 
return  for  various  Soviet  commercial  concessions .  The  same  year,  1925, 
diplomatic  relations  were  established  between  Moscow  and  Tokyo.  By  then 
military  interventionist  activities  in  Russia  were  severely  criticised  in 
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Japan's  parliament ,  the  Imperial  Diet,  for  the  announced  aim  of  the 
expedition  had  been  fulfilled  somewhat  earlier . 

Similar  criticism  centered  on  the  Shantung  expedition  from  1927  to 
3 

1928 .  Foreign  Minister  Kljuro  Shldehara  assumed  office  In  1924  with  a 
new  policy:  disengagement  In  China.  Thereafter ,  he  retained  that 
portfolio  In  several  additional  cabinets  In  the  1920s  until  shortly  after 
the  Mukden  Incident  in  1931.  It  is  not  surprising,  therefore,  that  when 
a  new  policy  of  unilateral  action  in  Shantung  advocated  by  General  Glichl 
Tanaka,  prime  minister  and  foreign  minister  from  April  1927  to  July  1929, 
failed  and  his  cabinet  fell ,  Shldehara,  again  foreign  minister,  claimed 
that  the  use  of  force  was  a  discredited  policy.  It  had  caused  an 
extensive  anti -Japanese  movement  In  China  and  severely  damaged 
Si no -Japanese  relations.  Thus,  it  seemed  prudent  for  the  military  to 
exercise  a  certain  amount  of  circumspection  until  its  al  t  •  j  to  coeico 
cabinets  became  more  substantial  in  the  1930s. 

Leaders  in  the  Japanese  Kwantung  army  boldly  seized  the  Initiative 
in  September  1931.  They  blew  up  a  section  of  the  Japanese -con trolled 
South  Manchurian  railway  just  north  of  Mukden,  blamed  the  explosion  on 
the  Chinese,  and  thereby  justified  swift  Japanese  military  occupation  of 
most  of  Manchuria.  After  the  military' s  aggressiveness  in  the  Mukden 
Incident,  however,  political  values  of  expansionism  and  national  prestige 
increasingly  took  precedence  over  economic  values  and  diplomacy  in  the 
process  of  foreign  policy  decision-making .  A  new  approach  to 
international  affairs,  known  as  the  Kodo  or  Imperial  Way  policy.  Included 
the  acceptance  of  the  use  of  military  force  in  implementing  Japan's 
foreign  policy.  Imperial  Way  thinking  was  at  first  supported  by  the 
right  wing  and  the  military,  but  gradually  it  gained  Influence  in  other 
groups ,  particularly  many  foreign  service  officers  who  were  led  by  Toahlo 
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Shlrator i,  later  named  ambassador  to  Fascist  Italy.  Thus,  dramatic 
military  activity  seemed  to  be  effective  and ,  therefore,  many  highly 
right  wing ,  nationalistic  Japanese  saw  It  as  viable  substitute  for  the 
civilian  government' s  weak-kneed  policy  towards  China.  Moreover,  military 
values  were  widely  shared  by  the  civilian  population  and  the  elites. 

From  the  beginning  of  Imperial  Way  policy  in  the  early  2930s  and 
the  formulation  of  military  strategic  objectives  of  eliminating  Western 
.influence  In  Asia,  there  was  not  much  concern  over  the  question  whether 
it  was  niaT.tlcable  for  Japan  to  do  so  at  all.  Only  In  a  secondary 
fashion  did  advocates  of  the  Jmperiai  Way  consider  the  question  of  what 
reaction  might  be  expected  from  Western  nations  or  what  means  the 
Japanese  had  available  for  carrying  out  such  expansionist  policies .  Too 
often  the  legitimacy  and  reasonableness  of  these  goals  for  foreign 
policy,  a  leading  Japanese  scholar  has  written,  “ were  assumed  to  have 
existed  throughout  the  long  history  of  the  Japanese  nation,  and  so  were 
to  be  realized  regardless  of  the  sacrifices  ,'*S 

Modern  readers  may  well  marvel  at  Japan's  folly,  for  such  a  course 
lei  to  the  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  and  a  suicidal  war  against  the  ADB 
( Amerlcan-Dutch-Britlsh  Commonweal th)  coalition.  The  end  came  with  the 
Carthaginian  ruin  of  the  Japanese  nation  In  August  194 5.  But  the 
professional  myopia  of  most.  Japanese  military  leaders  In  the  1930s,  euid 
of  many  political  leaders  as  well,  was  totai,  and  their  persuasiveness  in 
tailoring  t Jllcy  to  fit  their  own  views  sealed  Japan's  destiny. 


The  best  illustration  of  Japanese  military  organizations  securing 

for  themselves  a  regular  share  of  the  national  budget  la  the  case  of  the 

Army.  Army  elites  maneuvered  with  much  political  adroitness  to 

strengthen  the  Army  during  the  burst  of  post  First  world  War  democratic 

sentiment.  Conditions  were  facilitated  by  the  ascendancy  of  Japanese 

political  parties,  lucrative  international  trade ,  and  world  prosperity . 

Jn  the  early  1920s  most  armed  services  in  the  world  were  losing  ground 

within  the  structure  of  their  respective  governments.  In  the  atmosphere 

of  a  broad  Japanese  retrenchment  program  that  cut  the  civil  bureaucracy 

by  20,000  men.  War  Minister  Kazushlge  Ugaki  felt  obligated,  if  reluctant, 

to  agree  to  cut  four  divisions  out  of  the  Army.  Bitter  Army  protests 

were  to  no  avail  at  the  time.  Indeed,  total  military  expenses,  which  had 

comprised  up  to  forty-two  percent  of  the  national  budget  during  the 

Siberian  Intervention,  were  pared  to  twenty-ninepercent  by  192 5  and  to 

twenty-eight  percent  in  1927.  The  standing  Army  from  1924  to  1931  was 

6 

only  seventeen  divisions,  or  about  250,000  men,  But  the  Army  did  not 
suffer  in  proportion  to  its  small  share  of  the  national  budget 

But  the  credibility  of  the  Army  and  the  high  regard  In  which  the 
military  profession  was  traditionally  held  in  Japanese  society  enabled  it 
to  mitigate  the  impact  of  financial  restrictions .  The  Army  effectively 
presented  arguments  to  the  political  leadership  that  money  saved  by 
reducing  its  size  should  go  into  sorely  needed  mechanization  and 
modernization  programs .  Civilian  cabinet  ministers  could  not  deny  Army 
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^  assessments  that  the  more  highly  industrialized  Western  societies , 

•  potential  adversaries  of  Japanese  interests  in  East  Asia,  also  had  more 

A  modern  land  forces.  Japanese  military  professionals  were  regarded  as  the 

best  Judges  of  the  nature  and  capability  of  foreign  armies,  for  the  fate 

■  of  China  was  an  ever-present  warning  of  foreion  menace  and  the  price 
another  East  Aslan  society  paid  for  military  weakness.  Historically  the 

#  Japanese  Army  had  served  well  the  needs  of  the  new  Japanese  nation-state , 

■  and  conventional  wisdom  dictated  that  the  Japanese  Army's  equipment  must 
not  remain  antiquated  by  Western  standards. 

m  In  the  aftermath  of  the  First  World  War  the  Japanese  Navy  was 

subject  to  the  same  budget  restraints  as  the  Army.  Japan  scrapped  ten 
|  ships  (nearly  164,000  tons )  as  a  result,  of  accepting  the  third  position, 

fe  after  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States ,  in  the  5; 5. *3  capital  ship 

ratio  negotiated  at  the  Washington  Conference,  1921-1922,  The  conference 

■  illustrated  the  Navy's  political  effectiveness  when  cooperation  with  the 
Western  democratic  nations  was  a  chief  feature  of  the  government' s 

9  foreign  policy.  Navy  Minister  Admiral  Tomosaburo  Kato  argued  effectively 

m  before  the  budget  committee  of  the  House  of  Peers  that  the  American 

*  agreement  to  halt  expansion  of  Philippine  defenses  enabled  Japan  to 

£  accept  the  terms  of  the  Naval  Limitation  Treaty.  His  professional  advice 

was  highly  regarded,  Furthermore,  that  Katb's  work  and  attitude  on 
|  reduced  defense  expenditures  was  generally  approved  In  Japan  was  attested 

g  to  by  his  elevation  to  prime  minister  In  June  1922.  He  then  also 

®  continued  to  serve  as  Navy  minister,  until  Nay  1923. 

£  The  Japanese  Navy ,  Jihe  the  Army  in  the  early  1920?.,  telt  that  it 

was  politically  expedient  to  accept  a  reduction  in  size;  moreover,  the 
I  Navy  realized  it  was  necessary  to  forgo  certain  shipbuilding  programs. 


Nevertheless ,  Navy  professional  efficiency  was  not  to  be  sacrificed  in 
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spi t&  of  r educed  defense  expenditures.  The  Navy  effectively  argued  that 
successful  technological  Innovations  seen  in  the  First  World  War  must  be 
studied,  refined,  and  Incorporated,  particularly  In  the  air  and  submarine 
branches  of  the  imperial  Navy.  Sufficient  funding  of  these  new  programs 
was  essential  to  the  Navy's  defense  of  the  nation,  and  civil  ministers 
would  dismiss  the  arguments  of  the  admirals  at  their  own  peril  and  that 
of  the  nation. 

It  was  clear  that  the  Navy  had  played  an  Important  role  in  the  rise 
of  Japan,  as  evidenced  by  Its  victories  over  the  Chinese  In  the  Battles 
of  the  Yalu  ( 1694 )  and  Neihaiwei  (1895)  and  over  the  Russians,  especially 
in  the  Battle  of  Tsushima  (1905) .  Japanese  gunnery  and  seamanship, 
proved  superior  to  that  of  the  enemy  —  the  historical  lesson  of  the 
importance  of  quality  In  the  fleet  was  not  wasted  on  civil  ministers  when 
they  considered  the  professional  advice  of  Japanese  admirals  early  in  the 
1920s .  Size  of  the  fleet  was  not  always  crucial ,  but  its  quality,  at  a 
time  when  foreign  navies  were  benefiting  from  technological  Innovations, 
was  of  utmost  Importance.  Thus ,  no  civil  minister  in  the  1920s  could 
turn  down  relatively  modest  naval  estimates  for  upgrading  existing  naval 
forces  when  in  the  spirit  of  cooperation  with  the  government's  foreign 
policy  the  Navy  had  sacrificed  larger  and  more  expensive  projects. 

The  Washington  Treaty  saved  the  Japanese  government  enormous 
expenditures  for  defense,  and  for  ten  years  military  costs  and  national 
benefits  were  proportional .  Japan  was  working  toward  a  so-called 
eight-eight  program,  the  object  of  which  was  to  build  a  capital  fleet  of 
eight  battleships  and  eight  battle  cruisers,  all  of  modern  type.  A  large 
number  of  ancillary  craft  was  to  complement  the  sixteen  leviathans.  In 
addition  to  scrapping  ten  ships,  under  the  terms  of  the  Washington  Treaty 
the  Japanese  agreed  to  scrap  six  post-Jutl*md  capital  ships  then  under 
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construction  and  to  cancel  eight  wore  not  yet  laid  down,  Japanese 
economists  estimated  that  completion  after  1922  of  an  enlarged  building 
program  started  late  in  the  First  World  War  would  cost  an  additional 
660,000,000  yen.  That  estimate  was  made  without  counting  maintenance 
charges,  Simultaneously ,  Japan  was  engaged  in  fax-reaching  plans  for  the 
modernization  of  such  dockyards  as  those  at  Yokosuka,  Kure,  and  Sasebo  as 
well  as  the  creation  of  a  large  Infrastructure  of  Insular  bases,  costs 
were  estimated  to  be  at  least  120,000,000  yen.  Moreover,  It  would  have 
been  necessary  to  expand  the  arsenals,  training  depots,  and  other  shore 
installations  par 1  passu  with  the  growth  of  the  fleet.  When  the  fleet 
planned  originally  reached  its  full  strength  in  the  latter  1920s,  it 
could  have  been  maintained  only  by  arduous  effort  and  an  expenditure 
disproportionate  to  national  requirements  and  revenue.  It  was  estimated 
that  by  the  early  1930s  naval  expenditures  would  absorb  40  percent  of  the 
total  national  budget.  With  at  least  20  percent  written  off  for  Army 
requirements ,  Japan  would  have  had  to  face  the  prospect  of  spending 
probably  more  than  60  ptfrcent  of  the  national  budget  on  armaments.  Such 
a  prospect  would  over  the  long  haul  place  an  enormous  strain  on  Japan's 
Indus  trial -technical  base.  It  would  be  made  worse  by  the  nation's 
limited  access  to  some  raw  materials  and  its  high  dependence  on  the 
Import  of  strategic  materials . 

ArmamtHtc  expenditures  were  much  lower  up  to  the  early  1930s  than 
they  might  have  been  under  other  circumstances.  For  Instance,  Army 
expenditures  in  1930  and  again  in  1931  were  thirteen  percent  of  the 
national  budget;  they  Increased  to  nineteen  percent  In  1932.  Thereafter, 
ever  -Increasing  military  expenditures  continued  to  absorb  a  larger 
percentage  of  an  ever-increasing  national  budget.  Increased  military 
Involvement  in  what  turned  out  to  be  a  China  quagmire  produced  greater 
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risks  to  Japan's  policy ,  and  the  military  convinced  government  authorities 
that  escalation  would  resolve  the  dilemma  and  that,  therefore,  higher 
levels  of  funding  were  essential.  Thus,  the  national  budget  for  1933 
rose  to  the  unprecedented  sum  of  2 ,239 ,000.000  yen,  of  which  the  Army 
absorbed  twenty  percent  and  the  Navy  seventeen  percent  --  thirty-seven 

7 

percent  of  the  national  budget  was  spent  on  armaments  In  1933.  In 
1936 ,  on  the  eve  of  the  Sino-Japanese  War,  the  national  budget  hit  a  new 
record  --  2,303,300,000  yen  —  of  which  the  Army's  share  was  twenty-two 
percent  and  the  Navy's  share  amounted  to  twenty-four  percent  --  forty-six 
percent  of  the  national  budget  was  spent  on  armaments  In  1936 .  Hore 
significant,  the  Increase  in  the  Navy's  budget  between  1932  and  1936 
( approximately  238,000,000  yen )  was  almost  equal  to  the  Navy's  average 
annual  budget  between  1923  and  1931  ( approximately  249 ,000,000  yen),  when 

a 

Its  share  represented  about  fifteen  percent  of  the  national  budget. 
The  Army's  budget  Increased  about  135,000,000  yeh  during  the  same 
five-year  period,  or  by  about  sixty-two  percent  of  its  average  annual 
budget  between  1923  and  1931  (approximately  219,000,000  yen).  The 
Kwantung  Army,  in  particular,  clashed  many  times  in  the  1930s  with  Soviet 
forces  along  the  Manchurian  frontier.  Greater  mechanization  and  a 
numerical  superiority  usually  gave  the  Russians  the  upper  hand,  neverthe¬ 
less,  the  kwantung  Army  officers  always  claimed  the  victory  of  flesh- 
ver sus -steel .  The  government  agreed,  however,  that  positions  In 
Hanchurla  could  not  be  relinquished;  thus ,  it  sent  some  additional  tanks 
and  aircraft,  but,  more  to  the  point ,  the  Tokyo  government  paid  the  costs 

for  increasing  the  size  of  the  Kwantung  Army  from  two  infantry  divisions 

9 

in  1931  to  twelve  in  1940.  And  after  the  beginning  of  the  Sino- 
Japanese  War  in  July  1937 ,  military  expenditures  quickly  soared  toward 
sixty  percent  of  the  national  budget.10  With  growing  military 


264 . 


Influence  In  the  decision -making  process  at  the  political  level,  the 

spiral  Increase  of  military  expenditures  and  military  strategic 

objectives  committed  Japanese  society  t.o  a  dangerous  course,  The 

Slno-Japanesc  War  as  It  developed  offered  no  escape. 

Since  late  in  the  nineteenth  century  Japan  strove  to  develop  an 

economic  base,  particularly  in  heavy  Industry ,  that  would  support 

major-power  status.  Steady  progress  was  made,  and  Japanese  armed 

services  figured  prominently  in  the  nation's  economic  rise.  The  growth 

of  Japanese  heavy  Industry  was  far  more  important  to  the  rise  of  the  Navy 

than  it  was  to  the  strengthening  of  the  Army.  At  the  time  of  Admiral 

Togo's  victory  over  the  Russians  at  Tsushima  in  190S,  not  one  of  the 

principai  units  in  his  battle  line  had  been  fcuiit  in  Japan.  Later  the 

same  year  the  first  large  warships  to  be  built  in  Japan  —  the  armored 

cruisers  Tsukuba  and  Ikorn,  each  of  13,750  tons  displacement  —  were  laid 

down  at  Kure.11  Elaborate  government  dockyards  were  established  at 

Yokosuka,  Kure,  Sasebo ,  uraga,  Ishlkawajlma  and  Malzuru.  Several  private 

dockyard  companies  were  also  established  and  they  too  built  naval 

vessels,  The  largest  such  dockyard  company  was  Mitsubishi  with 

facilities  at  Nagasaki,  Hiroshima,  and  Shimonoseki  --  which  built  244 

naval  vessels  between  1899  and  August  2945.  Among  the  naval  vessels 

built  by  Mitsubishi  were  the  65,000-ton  super -battleship  Muaashl .  a 

30 ,000 -ton  battleship,  a  26,000-ton  battle  cruiser ,  six  aircraft 

carriers ,  seven  heavy  cruisers,  five  light  cruisers,  and  twenty-three 

12 

destroyers ,  «,iu  thirty  ouv  corvettes.  Moreover,  by  1920  the  Japanese 
were  able  to  buiid  capital  ships  using  solely  Japanese  labor  and 

material,  Navy  Minister  Admiral  Kato  announced,  whereas  only  eight  years 
earlier,  as  then  Navy  Minister  Admiral  Makoto  Sal  to  admitted,  thirty 
percent  of  the  material  for  the  construction  of  capital  ships  had  to  be 
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made  abroad  and  merely  fitted  together  in  Japan.  '  In  1924,  after  the 
Navy  completed  testing  former  Gorman  U-boats  received  as  reparations  and 
studying  their  design ,  the  first  of  a  new  class  of  large  cruiser  dlosel 

submarines  was  built  and  launched  by  Kawasaki ,  a  private  dockyard 

14 

company.  Two  years  earlier,  In  1922,  Japan's  first  aircraft  carrier, 

the  Hosho ,  was  completed.  She  was  the  first  ship  In  the  world  to  be 

built  from  the  keel  up  as  an  aircraft  carrier.  A  contemporary 

Internationally  recognized  expert  on  the  Japanese  Navy  wrote  that  " the 

Hosho  Is  on  the  whole  a  success.  It  is  not  the  ieast  achievement  of 

Japanese  constructors  that  they  should  have  succeeded  in  producing  an 

efficient  aircraft  carrier  on  a  displacement  of  less  than  10,000 
IS 

tons."  In  the  twentieth  century  shipbuilding  was  a  key  heavy 

Industry  and  the  Japanese  Navy,  third  largest  In  the  world  In  1921, 

always  had  ready  access  to  such  government  as  well  as  private  resources, 

Furthermore,  shipbuilding  technology  remained  completely  modern  in  spite 

of  the  Washington  Naval  Limitation  Treaty  concerning  capital  ships,  For 

Japan  continued  building  smaller  naval  vessels  and  merchantmen,  and 

extensive  modernization  of  existing  capital  ships  was  carried  out  In 

Japanese  dockyards  throughout  the  lnterwar  years, 

with  the  abrogation  of  the  Washington  Treaty ,  a  construction 

program  to  gain  parity  with  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  began  In 

the  mid-1930a .  Japanese  Industrial  and  technological  resources  were 

fully  capable  and  ready  to  take  advantage  of  the  new  arms  construction 

programs.  It  is  not  surprising ,  therefore,  that  work  on  the  design  of 

the  wor  d's  large  s'-  class  of  battleship ,  the  Yamato-class .  was  started  In 

1934 .  Not  long  thereafter  the  keels  for  four  such  leviathans  were  laid 

16 

down  at  different  government  dockyards  and  at  one  private  dockyard. 


And  the  Navy,  mindful  of  the  superior  battleship  strength  of  its  chief 


I 
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potential  adversary,  the  United  States,  persuaded  the  government  to 
finance  the  costly  construction  of  such  an  unorthodox  weapons  system . 

Since  the  Japanese  military  had  ready  access  to  the  national 
budget,  smd  Its  share  increased  proportionate  to  the  mounting  national 
crises  In  the  1930s,  Japanese  financiai  cartels  (the  zaibatsu)  were 
presented  with  new  challenges  and  opportunities.  The  older  zaifcatsu  had 
benefited  In  some  way  from  contracts  with  and  patronage  from  the  Meljl 
government,  With  ownership  vested  In  zaibatsu  families,  such  as  tlltsu, 
Mitsubishi,  Sumitomo,  and  Yasuda,  the  conservative  cartels  maintained 
close  contacts  with  politicians  and  bureaucrats.  In  the  1930s,  with 
growing  military  influence  In  the  government,  they  became  targets  of 
criticism,  notably  from  right  wing  ultranationalists  who  demanded  arms 
production  without  much  consideration  for  the  financial  consequences, 
Some  of  the  older  zaibatsu  acted  as  a  restraining  force,  but  most  of  them 
eventually  acted  as  a  promoting  force,  and  all  of  them  eventually 
tailored  their  Interests  to  fit  those  of  the  government  during  the 
decade.  Those  zaibatsu  with  concerns  tied  by  organic  or  heavy  Industry, 
rather  than  by  financial  interconnectedness,  played  a  special  role  In 
materially  strengthening  Japan's  armed  forces  before  the  summer  of  1941. 

Still  another  dimension  of  the  armed  services'  ability  to  acquire 
their  growing  material  needs  from  domestic  sources  can  be  seen  in  the 
rise  of  so-called  new  zaibatsu.  For  example,  the  Army,  In  particular , 
was  primarily  responsible  for  the  success  of  Yoshlsuke  Ayukawa  after  he 
took  over  the  Kuhara  mining  business  and  reorganized  It  as  Nissan  (Japan 
Industries)  In  1928.  Through  military  demand  and  government  orders, 
Ayukawa  expanded  his  business  Interests  to  the  control  of  seventy-seven 
companies  In  1938,  when  Nissan  was  the  largest  of  the  newer  zaibatsu. 
Concentrating  on  heavy  chemicals  and  the  construction  of  military 
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vehicles ,  Nissan  was  favored  by  the  Army  and,,  therefore,  chosen  to 
provide  much  of  the  capital  for  the  government -sponsored  Manchukuo  Heavy 
Industries  Development  Corporation  In  1937 .  Thus,  relationships  between 
the  military  and  zalbatsu  were  both  reciprocal  arrangements  and 
evolutionary  developments,  for  growing  military  influence  over  the 
political  leadership  was  facilitated  by  much  zalbatsu  support,  and  the 
financial  cartels,  In  turn,  often  profited  from  their  liaison  with  the 
government , 

Service  In  the  armed  forces  was  always  popular  since  the  Helji 
Restoration,  and  military  organizational  manpower  requirements  were 
easily  met  during  the  period  of  material  expansion  between  the  world 
wars,  The  Army  required  much  more  manpower  than  the  Navy,  and  Its 
long-term  military  promotional  program  was  very  effective.  Military 
training  was  introduced  in  the  secondary  and  higher  schools 
(pre-university) .  Starting  In  1925  active  duty  army  officers  were 
assigned  to  the  schools,  and  military  training  became  part  of  the  regular 
curriculum.  Moreover ,  local  military  training  units  were  established  for 
males  who  did  not  continue  their  education;  they  were  obligated  to 
participate  In  a  four-year  program  of  400  hours  of  military  Instruction, 
Instructors  In  these  units  were  frequently  officers  of  the  four  divisions 
eliminated  In  1924.  At  the  end  of  1925  the  size  and  long-range  Influence 
of  the  relatively  small  number  of  troops  on  active  service  were  signifi¬ 
cantly  augmented  by  more  than  three  million  former  active  duty  soldiers 
In  veteran  organizations ,  about  six  hundred  thousand  secondary  and  higher 
school  students,  and  nearly  a  million  trainees  in  local  military  units. 

The  Army  threw  Its  training  net  wide,  particularly  to  catch  youth  In  a 

17 

conformist  education  of  Jingoistic  ideas.  It  la  clear  that  the  Army 
was  engaged  In  a  system  of  Indoctrination  In  the  1920s. 
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The  Army  program  of  indoctrination  contributed  to  the  growing 

number  of  ui tranatlonaliata  within  its  ranks  during  the  next  decade.  For 

if  the  size  of  the  standing  Army  remained  at  seventeen  divisions  between 

1924  and  2932 ,  its  fervor  ds  the  arbiter  of  patriotism  reached  new 

heights  by  the  time  major  expansion  programs  were  undertaken.  By  19 37 

there  were  twenty-four  divisions  in  the  Japanese  Army ,  thirty-four  in 

1938 ,  forty-one  in  1939,  fifty  in  1940.  and  fifty-one  by  the  summer  of 
1 9 

1941 .  The  Army  always  enjoyed  the  manpower  provided  through  the 

conscription  system  established  in  1873  and  revised  several  times.  The 
latest  revision  in  1927  stipulated  that  all  able-bodied  male  subjects 
between  the  ages  of  seventeen  and  forty  were  required  to  se.ve  as 
conscripts . 

The  military  used  laws  and  education  as  Instruments  of  coercion  and 

manipulation  to  keep  the  populace  submissive,  Ye t  it  ought  to  be  noted 

that  the  military  had  long  enjoyed  a  respected  place  in  Japanese  society 

and  that  there  was  a  patriotic  desire  to  starve.  The*,'  was  little 

controversy  over  the  draft,  and  cases  of  Illegal  resistance,  _  uoh  as, 

refusing  military  service,  secret  resistance  at  home,  and  reslsta/h.’} 

overseas,  were  extremely  rare  in  the  lnterwax  period.  Host  evaders  or 

deserters  acted  for  personal  reasons  —  there  were  fewer  than  670  cases 

in  1939  --  and  almost  no  desertion  occurred  for  political  reasons. 

Extensive  Army  authority  and  prerogative  were  exercised  among  the  people 

19 

to  meet  fully  the  Increasing  manpower  requirements  of  the  1930s.  In 
this  area,  Japanese  military  effecti voness  was  extremely  high  in  the 
lnterwar  period. 

Although  the  size  of  the  Army  was,  in  part,  regulated  by  the  civil 
government,  shaping  its  character  fell  strictly  within  the  purview  of  the 
Army.  So  effective  were  the  Army's  indoctrination  system  and  les  program 
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to  promote  Army-coimunl ty  integration  that  Japanese  military  leaders,  one 

scholor  has  concluded ,  " probably  would  have  increased  their  influence  In 

the  1930s  even  if  the  depression,  the  Manchurian  incident,  and  the 

20 

assassinations  of  party  prime  ministers  had  never  taken  place.” 

The  Navy's  manpower  requirements  were  modest  compared  to  the 

Army's,  and  although  conscription  was  used  on  occasion,  for  the  most  part 

the  Navy  was  manned  by  volunteers.  Reenlistments  were  also  high.  In 

1926  personnel  strength  of  the  Navy  was  the  smallest  in  the  interwar 

period,  with  about  sixty-three  thousand  officers  and  enlisted  men  afloat 

and  ashore,  about  twelve  thousand  fewer  thaji  on  the  eve  of  the  Hashing  ton 
21 

Conference ,  flue  by  the  summer  of  1941,  Japanese  naval  personnel 

numbered  well  over  two  hundred  thousand.  The  following  table  shows  the 
increase  in  manpower  of  the  Japanese  Navy  during  the  1930s. 
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Japanese  Navy  Manpower  in  2932-19 39 
(officer  and  enlisted  strength ) 


AFLOAT 

ASHORE 

TOTAL 

1932 

55,198 

31,918 

87,116 

1933 

59,193 

32,139 

91,332 

1934 

61,798 

38,241 

100,039 

1935 

61,272 

40,803 

102,075 

1936 

62,392 

44,736 

107,128 

1937 

63,399 

45,812 

109,211 

1938 

? 

? 

? 

1939 

85,258 

62,802 

148,060 

SOURCES'.  office  of  Naval  Intelligence  File,  Naval  Attach &  Reports , 
1866-1939 ,  Nos.  13366-C  &  O,  B-8-a,  Record  Group  38,  National  Archives, 
Nashlngton,  D.C. 


Large  reserves  were  also  readily  available  In  the  Interwar  period. 

For  example,  a  (J.S.  naval  Intelligence  report  of  1939  estimated  that 

there  were  nearly  sixty  thousand  officers  and  enlisted  men  in  the 

Japanese  first  and  second  reserves,  made  up  of  those  who  had  served  in 

the  regular  Navy,  and  at  least  two  thousand  in  the  special  .reserve, 

composed  of  officers  and  men  who  graduated  from  merchant  marine 
22 

schools.  The  same  report ,  which  was  prepared  for  I J.S .  congressional 
hearings,  observed  that  fifty-three  percent  of  the  enlisted  men  in  the 
rapidly  expanding  Navy  of  1939  had  served  less  than  four  years,  twenty- 
five  percent  were  between  their  fouith  and  eighth  year  of  service,  twelve 
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percent  between  their  eighth  and  twelfth  year ,  six  percent  between  the-'r 
twelfth  and  sixteenth  year ,  and  four  percent  were  serving  over  sixteen 
years.  It  is  significant,  however ,  that  all  really  Important,  duties  on 
board  ship  were  performed  by  well -trained,  long-service  men,  and  the 
quota  of  raw  recruits  In  newly  commissioned  ships  was  very  small  between 
the  wars  The  quality  of  seamanship  in  the  Japanese  Navy  was  very  high. 
It  was  easy  for  the  Navy  to  Increase  and  Indeed  double  Its  manpower  In 
the  lnterwar  years  when  Its  materiel  strength  also  doubled  --  total 
tonnage  of  capitai  ships,  aircraft  carriers,  cruisers,  destroyers ,  and 
submarines  In  the  Japanese  Navy  Increased  from  547 ,000  In  1922  after 
scrapping  by  the  Washington  Naval  Limitation  Treaty  to  7 84,000  in  1936, 
to  1,095,000  In  1941. 23 


The  strategic  effectiveness  of  Japan's  armed  forces  was  satisfac¬ 
tory  In  the  lnterwar  period  untii  the  mid-1930s.  Funding  generally 
Increased j  If  at  times  only  after  struggle ,  debate,  and  compromise  with 
career  civil  bureaucrats ,  to  match  the  growth  In  size  and  quality  of  the 
armed  forces.  Strategic  effectiveness  was  best  when  foreign  and  economic 
policy  goals  were  well -focused  on  consolidating  Japanese  hegeirony  in  Fast 
Asia  and  the  Western  Pacific.  An  aggressive  military  strategy  was  neither 
necessary  nor  desirable ,  but  pervasive  changes  occurred  in  the  1930s  and 

very  early  1940s.  As  the  military  became  more  Influential  at  the 

political  level  and  the  government' s  policy  changed  to  one  aimed  towards 
the  expansion  of  Japan's  Interests  on  the  Asian  mainland ,  no  matter  what 

the  costs  and  efforts,  strategic  objectives  became  too  grandiose  for 

military  means.  The  risks  of  strategic  failure  Increased.  Ever-increas¬ 
ing  military  dominance  over  Japan's  foreign  policy  resulted  In 
ever -increasing  military  commitments .  The  military  eventually  overreached 
itself  as  the  false  confidence,  based  on  the  experience  of  the  military 
Incidents  of  the  latter  1920s  and  early  1930s,  led  to  a  full-scale  war  by 
1937.  Military  strategic  effectiveness  waned,  and  by  the  time  the 
decision  was  made  In  1941  to  expand  the  war  to  Include  the  ADS  pouers , 
strategic  effectiveness  was  at  Its  lowest  ebb  In  the  lnterwar  years. 

Fundamental  to  this  transl tlon  was  the  military's  usurpation  of 
foreign  policy  making  and  the  Imposition  of  military  goals  for  the 
nation.  The  goals  were  not  always  logical.  That  kind  of  military 
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behavior  became  increasingly  commonplace  after  the  Mukden  incident  in 
1931,  for  military  officers ,  who  traditionally  enjoyed  a  privileged 
position  in  Japanese  society ,  were  not  effectively  challenged  and  checked 
in  their  initial  quest  for  dominance . 

The  military  had  the  capacity  for  independent  action.  War  and  Wavy 
ministers ,  for  example ,  had  the  right  to  report  directly  to  the  emperor, 
a  privilege  enjoyed  by  only  one  other  cabinet  member,  the  prime 
minister.  Unless  especially  invited  by  the  emperor,  the  foreign  minister 
could  report  his  views  to  the  throne  only  through  the  prime  minister . 
And  although  military  ministers  were  supposed  to  report  to  the  emperor 
only  on  Important  military  matters,  in  fact,  in  the  1930s  the  war 
minister,  in  particular,  frequently  advocated  certain  views  in  foreign 
affairs  that  were  not  necessarily  those  of  the  foreign  minister. 
Furthermore,  the  service  ministers  were  constitutionally  empowered  to 
assert  much  control  over  the  cabinet.  They  could  force  the  collapse  of 
an  obstinate  cabinet  and  prevent  a  new  one  from  being  formed ,  If 
circumstances  were  propitious.  Inevitably  there  were  occasions, 
therefore,  when  civil  ministers  chose  to  defer  to  military  wishes  rather 
than  risk  resignation  of  the  government.  Especially  the  Army  exercised 
disproportionate  Influence  in  shaping  Japan's  Aslan  policy  in  the  1930s . 
The  classic  cases  usually  stemmed  from  the  Army  taking  the  initiative  In 
the  field,  creating  a  dramatic  incident  on  which  much  national  prestige 
appeared  to  rest,  and  then  presenting  the  foreign  minister  with  a  fait 
accompli .  Such  Independent  military  actions,  stemming  from  the  so-called 
prerogative  of  supreme  command,  were  usually  recognized  by  the  entire 
cabinet  after  the  fact,  since  not  tc  do  so  was  to  admit  that  the  civil 
government  could  not  control  the  military.  Failure  to  check  the  Army's 
role  in  shaping  foreign  policy  in  1931  practically  left  the  diplomats  no 
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alternative  other  than  to  accept  the  military' a  Involvement  in  politics 
later  in  the  decade.  Moreover ,  there  developed  in  the  1930s  a  popular 
conviction  among  Japanese  that  their  diplomats  had  failed ,  for  they 
should  have  been  able  to  convince  the  world  of  the  legitimacy  of  Japan's 

guest  to  establish  its  predominant  position  in  China  —  a  so-called 

24 

Asiatic  Monroe  Doctrine. 

The  decision  to  use  force  in  Manchuria  was  made  by  the  Kwantung 

Army  in  the  ntune  of  " national  defense *  In  1931}  that  was  the  " sacred 

slogan  of  the  twentieth  century ,"  a  Japanese  professor  has  written ,  and 

with  It  * Japan  entered  the  long  road  that  would  ultimately  end  at  the 

25 

outbreak  of  the  Pacific  War."  in  1931  much  of  the  civil  leadership 
was  dubious  about  the  risks  euid  consequences  of  failure.  But  the  Army 
appeared  to  be  right,  at  least  In  the  short  run ,  for  it  judged  correctly 
that  other  countries ,  particularly  Western  nations,  would  not  immediately 
intervene.  During  the  succeeding  years  the  Army  sought  further 
territorial  expansion  In  northern  China  while  it  also  continued  to  drive 
the  government  and  Influence  Its  foreign  policy. 

The  willingness  of  Japanese  Army  leaders  to  use  the  incidents  they 
thus  created  to  gain  more  military  perogative  was  a  dangerous  sign  of  the 
times.  The  Army  was  becoming  a  skillful  manipulator  in  defining  national 
strategic  goals,  hut  in  the  process  it  overestimated  its  own  capacity  to 
persuade  through  the  use  of  force. 

The  best  example  before  1941  of  the  Japanese  Army's  Inability  to 
restrict  its  strategic  goals  to  its  available  operational  capacity  can  be 
seen  In  the  Sino- Japanese  War.  Here,  in  particular ,  strategic  and 
operational  concerns  overlap .  The  Japanese  Army  Inaugurated  the  war  with 
an  ambitious  offensive  calculated  to  reduce  China  to  submission ,  yet 
strategic  thinking  did  net  envision  the  engagement  as  an  all-out  war 
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which  required,  if  strategic  goals  were  to  be  quickly  achieved ,  all-out 
commitment  at  the  operational  level.  Although  the  Japanese  easily 

overran  large  areas  in  1937  and  1938j  the  Chinese  will  to  resist  could 
not  be  broken.  Japan's  strategy  underwent  a  radical  change.  In  an 
effort  to  avoid  wasteful  expenditure  of  strength ,  after  1938  Japan 
resorted  to  a  policy  of  economic  strangulation  in  China.  Costly 
offensives  were  to  be  avoided,  and  in  1939  the  major  ports  along  the 

southeast  coast  of  China  were  seized  by  the  Japanese  in  amphibious 

expeditions .  Thus,  Japan  was  in  a  strong  position  to  take  advantage  of 
opportunities  created  by  political  and  military  events  in  Europe  after 
September  1939,  a  topic  later  to  be  discussed  more  thoroughly,  But 

conquest  of  China  was  the  original  objective  of  the  Japanese  Army,  not 
stalemate  so  that  it  might  be  in  a  favorable  strategic  position  to  take 
advantage  of  new  opportunities  that  would  later  develop  for  the  promotion 
of  a  southern  advance  policy.  Indeed,  one  can  argue  that  the  Army's 
mistake  in  1937,  when  strategic  goals  In  China  became  too  great  for  the 
amount  of  force  the  Japanese  were  willing  to  commit.,  was  only  compounded 
in  1941  when  even  greater  strategic  goals  were  taken  up  in  the  war 
against  the  A£>B  powers. 

in  the  1930s  the  Japanese  Army  and  its  supporters  in  the  government 
were  successful  at  persuading  Germany  to  adopt  a  policy  toward  Japan's 
Chinese  enemy  that  was  consistent  with  Japanese  strategic  objectives . 
Hitler  decided  to  withdraw  German  military  advisers  from  Chlang 
Kai-shek's  forces,  to  prohibit  the  export  of  arms  to  China,  and  to 
discontinue  the  practice  of  allowing  Chinese  military  personnel  to 
complete  their  training  and  military  education  with  the  Wehrmacht. 
That  development  was  symbolic  of  military  influence  in  foreign  affairs. 


It  was  all  the  more  significant  because  the  military  had  convinced  the 
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political  leadership  earlier  In  the  1930s  that  the  nation  must  be 
prepared  to  use  military  force  In  the  successful  execution  of  a  policy  of 
expemslonlsm  In  China.  There  was  a  widespread  perception  that  peaceful, 
economic  diplomacy  through  international  cooperation  in  the  1920s  had  not 
benefited  Japan  or  even  safeguarded  the  nation's  existing  rights  and 
Interests . 

The  Navy  seemed  less  willing  than  the  Army  to  interfere  vigorously 
with  government  foreign  policy .  For  some  time  after  the  Washington  Naval 
Limitation  Treaty,  the  strategic  objectives  of  the  Japanese  Navy  were 
entirely  consistent  with  political  goals.  With  a  freeze  placed  on  the 
construction  of  capital  ships  and  a  guarantee  In  Article  19  of  the 
Washington  Treat y  to  maintain  the  status  quo  in  regard  to  Pacific  bases, 
the  Japanese  government,  by  astute  diplomacy,  gained  ten  years  of 
security  against  an  attack  from  American  battleships.  Battle  fleets 
conducting  major  offensive  operations  were  largely  confined  to  their 
national  waters ,  unless  they  had  the  advantage  of  adequate  bases 
overseas.  The  British  agreed  not  to  build  fortifications  east  of  Hong 
Kong,  and  the  Americans  agreed  to  abandon  the  construction  of  various 
fleet  facilities  and  the  fortification  of  bases  in  the  Philippines  -- 
Cavite  was  nearly  seventeen  hundred  miles  from  the  Japanese  coast  and 
Guam  was  about  thirteen  hundred  miles  from  Japan.  By  the  same  token, 
Americans  were  ensured  against  an  attack  by  the  Japanese  battle  fleet 
since  Japan  abandoned  plans  to  create  a  series  of  great  naval  bases  in 
the  “insular  possessions  and  Insular  dominions viz.  Karatuto  (southern 
Sakhalin) ,  Formosa ,  the  Pescadores,  and  the  Japanese  mandates.  Thus,  a 
defensive  naval  strategy  was  adopted  to  promote  Japanese  hegemony  in  Fast 
Asia  and  the  Western  Pacific. 


Not  only  uere  naval  strategic  objectives  consistent  with  political 

goals ,  but  naval  strategic  effectiveness  remained  high  In  the  1920s 

because  the  Navy's  capabilities  were  coimensurate  with  Its  goals. 

Nevertheless,  there  was  some  uncertainty  and  question  about  what  might 

arise  In  the  future.  There  was  considerable  Japanese  suspicion  about 

Anglo-Saxon  Intentions ,  In  spite  of  the  seeming  tranquility  In  the 

Western  Pacific.  The  mld-1920s  saw  massive  U.S.  Navy  maneuvers  off 

Hawaii  and  a  visit  of  the  U.S.  battle  fleet  to  Australia.  At  Singapore 

the  British  made  the  final  decision  to  proceed  with  dockyard  works  and  to 

go  ahead  with  the  construction  of  a  fortified  base.  The  Japanese  press 

expressed  alarm  at  the  apparent  Anglo-Saxon  determination  to  challenge 

Japan's  primacy  In  her  own  waters.  Japanese  paranoia  was  easily 

stirred.  These  developments  by  the  end  of  2925,  as  a  contemporary  naval 

Journalist  observed,  " furnished  patriotic  Japanese  pu2>2icists  with  ample 
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material  for  conducting  a  blg-Navy  campaign."  Massive  U.S.  Navy 
maneuvers  off  Hawaii  a  little  over  a  decade  later,  particularly  In  193 5, 
1937,  1938 ,  and  1940,  were  cited  collectively  by  Japanese  naval 

strategists  as  Incomparably  threatening.  American  naval  activity 
warranted,  therefore,  a  decisive  shift  to  a  new  offensive  strategy. 
Conditions  as  perceived  by  the  Japanese  would  drive  the  Navy  to  expand, 
but  new  strategic  goals  expanded  much  more  rapidly  than  the  new  materiel 
strength  of  the  Navy. 

in  the  1920s,  however,  the  Japanese  Navy  was  specifically  designed 
to  provide  the  maximum  of  commerce  protection  In  the  Western  Pacific  and 
to  establish  a  strong  defense  of  Japanese  interests  in  home  waters  and 
along  the  Chinese  coast.  Vo  chat  end  Japan  retained  ten  capital  ships 
after  the  Washington  Conference,  and  lighter  vessels,  which  were  not 
restricted  by  the  Washington  Treaty ,  were  added  to  the  Navy.  In  the 
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event  of  war  they  were  Ideal  tor  the  protection  of  sea  communications  ,  on 
which  Japan,  with  a  thriving  sea  trade,  was  extremely  dependent.  The 
Washington  Conference  had  agreed  In  principle,  at  the  insistence  of 
Admiral  KatS,  that  such  lighter  vessels  should  be  rated  as  defensive 
ships.  The  following  table  of  Japanese  warships  commissioned  and  under 
construction,  including  those  converted  during  construction,  reflects  the 
emphasis  on  lighter  ships,  particuiariy  cruisers,  destroyers,  and 
submarines.  It  also  offers  further  evidence  that  until  the  latter  1930s 
Japanese  naval  building  programs  were  designed  to  Implement  a  defensive 
strategy  that  was,  In  turn,  consistent  with  the  poJiticaJ  goals  of  the 
government  and  In  stop  with  the  reality  of  the  Japanese  Indus  trial- 
technical  base, 


Japanese  Naval  Building  Programs  Implemented  In  1923-1939 


BATTLE¬ 

AIRCRAFT 

CRUISERS 

DESTROYERS 

SUBMARINES  SEAPLANE  MINE- 

SHIPS 

CARRIERS 

CARRIERS  LAYERS 

1923 

3 

7 

6 

1924 

1 

5 

7 

1928 

3 

5 

3 
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Japanese  Naval 

Building  Programs  Implemented  in  1923-1939 

1 

| 

I  BATTLE-  AIRCRAFT  CRUISERS 

DESTROYERS 

SUBMARINES  SEAPLANE  MINE- 

■ 

SNIPS 

CARRIERS 

CARRIERS  LAYERS 

■ 

1926 

2 

5 

.5 

8 

1927 

1 

2 

5 

7 

4k 

1928 

1 

1 

6 

4 

1 

1929 

3 

5 

5  2 

fe 

1930 

4 

3 

1931 

4 

1 

1932 

4 

4 

4  1 

Vi 

rife 

193  3 

2 

3 

1 

1934 

1 

2 

1  1 

i 

1935 

2 

2 

5 

1 

1936 

2 

1 

1 

1937  1 

1 

2 

12 

4 

1938  1 

1 

4 

3  2 

1 

1939 

2 

1 

4 

1  1 

■ 

1940  2 

2 

2 

9 

7 

1 

1941 

3 

1 

8 

10 

1 

SOURCE'S:  This  table  wax  compiled  from  information  in  Yoh  Tomonga  and 
Tadatoshl  Yokoi ,  Telkoku  Kalaun  [The  Imperial  ( Japanese )  Navy],  2  vola . 
(Tokyo,  1960);  Shlzuo  Fukui ,  Nihon  no  aunkan,  wag  a  zokan  eilutsu  no 
ha t tat 3 u  to  kantel  no  hensen  [Japanese  mar ships:  the  development  of 
Japan's  shipbuilding  technology  and  the  changes  in  naval  vessels]  9th  ed . 
(Tokyo,  1962);  Nihon  no  sensulkan  [Japanese  submarines]  Maru  Special 
no.  11  (1979);  Paul  S.  Dull,  A  Battle  His  torn  of  the  Imperial  Javanese 
Navu ,  1941-1945  (Anapolls ,  1978;  and  Stephen  Rosklll,  Naval  Pol  leu 

Between  the  Nars,  2  vols.  ( London ,  1968-1976) ,  Minor  contradictions  exist 
among  these  sources.  NOTE:  Submarines  cited  above  are  the  large,  ocean 
going  I -boats. 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


280. 


The  Japanese  claimed  a  strictly  defensive  raison  d'etre  for  the 
Navy,  and  cruisers  played  an  important  role.  In  1927  Japanese  Navy 
Commander  ichlrS  Sato  wrote  In  Brasseu' s  Naval  and  Shipping  Annual  about 
the  strategic  doctrine  of  the  Navy  and  the  absolute  necessity  of 
commanding  the  seas  that  separate  Japan  from  Its  economic  resources . 
After  describing  Japan's  enormous  dependence  upon  overseas  supplies 
f fifty-five  percent  of  wheatj  ninety-five  percent  of  sugar,  one  hundred 
percent  of  rubber ,  one  hundred  percent  of  nickel,  fifty-five  percent  of 
steel,  and  forty-five  percent  of  Iron  were  Imported,  for  example). 
Commander  Sato  insisted  that  the  security  of  the  Bast  China  Sea  was 
essential  to  maintain  the  huge  Imports  of  foodstuffs  and  raw  materials 
from  the  Aslan  continent.  However,  there  were  many  other  articles  of 
prime  necessity  to  Japan's  economy  that  were  not  available  in  China  or 
Korea,  but  they  came  from  farther  south  and  passed  through  the  East  China 
sea  en  route  to  Japan.  Half  of  the  oil  Imports  of  Japan,  for  example, 
come  from  the  Dutch  East  Indies,  also  the  source  of  Japanese  rubber  and 
many  other  goods.  Therefore,  the  Navy's  strategic  task  was  to  control 
the  entire  sea  route,  from  the  vicinity  of  Borneo  through  the  South  China 
Sea,  the  Formosa  Strait,  and  the  Bast  China  Sea  to  Japan,  for  "that  sea 
route  will  be  absolutely  necessary  for  her  power  of  resistance  ...  ." 

The  protection  of  trade  In  these  waters,"  Commander  SatS  concluded,  "is, 
therefore,  a  charge  against  the  Japanese  Navy  almost  as  essential  as  its 
first  duty. " 

The  primary  responsibility  of  the  Japanese  Navy  was  to  design 
strategies  that  would  protect  the  nation  against  attack  by  a  foreign 
naval  power,  but  planners,  especially  In  the  1930s,  had  difficulty 
developing  realistic  strategic  goals  that  were  consistent  with  what 
seemed  to  be  changing  and  uncertain  political  goals.  There  was  no 
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thoroughgoing  alternative  to  the  naval  strategy  of  the  previous  decade, 
and  no  consensus  on  new  strategic  objectives  was  achieved  before  the  war 
In  Europe  began.  But  at  the  heart  of  the  problem  was  the  U.S.  Navy , 
particuJariy  after  the  London  Naval  Treaty  of  1930 ,  In  which  the  Navy 
hoped  for  seventy  percent  of  the  British  and  u.s.  level  In  warships  not 
covered  In  the  Washington  Naval  Limitation  Treaty.  However,  the  old 
5:5:3  ratio  on  capital  ships  was  extended  to  cruisers,  destroyers,  and 
submarines,  and  the  ban  on  the  building  of  capital  ships  was  extended 
until  1935. 

The  American  fleet  was  concentrated  In  the  Pacific  after  1932,  and 
Increasingly  thereafter  most  of  the  major  combat  units  had  their  home 
bases  changed  from  port  cities  on  the  Nest  Coast  westward  to  Pearl 
Harbor,  In  1940  the  United  States  Fleet,  soon  to  be  renamed  the  Pacific 
Fleet  In  February  1941,  was  permanently  based  at  Pearl  Harbor.  For 
nearly  three  decades  before  concentration  of  American  naval  strength  in 
Hawaii,  the  Japanese  Navy  had  made  the  U.S.  Navy  its  Imaginary  enemy. 
Thus,  Japanese  naval  strategists  Interpreted  these  events  as  evidence 
that  the  United  States  was  determined  to  resort  to  armed  Intervention  In 
opposition  to  Japan's  policy  toward  China,  While  the  Japanese  Navy's 
strategic  doctrine  was  traditionally  passive,  that  Is,  designed  to  seek  a 
decisive  fleet  engagement  within  Japan's  Western  Pacific  perimeter,  that 
doctrine  involved  the  great  disadvantage  of  leaving  the  Initiative  In  the 
hands  of  American  strategists.  Moreover,  the  alignment  of  forces 
threatened,  as  time  passed,  to  shift  gradually  the  baltujce  of  naval 
strength  to  favor  L he  United  States  and  to  diminish  steadily  the  chance 
of  Japan  gaining  a  victory. 

In  the  1930s  the  Japanese  military  faiJed  to  design  reaiistic 


strategic  objectives  that  could  benefit  significantly  from  association 
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with  the  European  allies  of  Japan .  Politically ,  the  Navy  failed  to 
prevent  the  tie-up  with  the  European  Axis  powers.  The  government1 s 
official  representative  to  Hitler's  Germany ,  Ambassador  Hiroshi  Oshlma , 
was  an  Army  lieutenant  general ,  a  serving  military  attachi  In  Berlin  when 
he  was  promoted  to  ambassador  In  1938.  He  was  an  advocate  of  close 
Japanese-German  military  and  political  relations.  Moreover ,  while  he  was 
military  attach 6,  dshlma  was  Instrumental  In  the  conclusion  of  the 
Anti -Comintern  Pact  with  Germany  In  1936  and,  thereafter ,  he  sought  to 
Integrate  and  coordinate  cormon  strategic  objectives  aimed  chiefly  at  the 
Soviet  Union. 

Sshlma' s  work  was  a  serious  disservice  to  Japanese  strategic 

planning  even  before  the  outbreak  of  war  in  Europe,  He  was  an 

extraordinary  envoy  responsible  for  building  the  bridge  between  the  Third 

Reich  and  imperial  Japan.  He  was  an  Intriguer  and  warrior -diplomat  who 

usurped  authority  while  trying  to  commit  his  government  to  a  policy  that 

he  personally  advocated .  After  Oshlma  went  to  Germany  in  1934  he 

represented  and  expressed  military  and  totalitarian  tendencies  in  the 

Japanese  Army ,  government ,  and  society  and  helped  them  reach  dominance  by 
59  *■ 

1940,  The  Oshlma  case  was  a  ciaaaic  example  of  the  Japanese  Army's 
usurpation  of  foreign  policy  making. 

Hitler' s  haste  to  conquer  Poland  and  his  conclusion  of  the 

Nonaggression  Pact  with  the  Soviet  Union  late  in  the  suimet  of  1939 
temporarily  discredited  Japanese  military  schemes  to  ally  J*pan  with  the 
warring  Germans,  But  the  Japanese  Army  admired  Hitler's  boldness  and 
unhesitating  use  of  force  In  European  affairs,  and  it  continued  to 
advocate  a  military  alliance  with  the  Axis  powers.  News  of  the  sweeping 
German  victories  In  Western  Europe  in  the  spring  of  1940  tended  to 
strengthen  the  position  of  pro-Axls  forces  in  Japan.  Furthermore,  German 
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successes  in  Surope  opened  new  possibilities  to  the  Japanese  to r 

expansion  southward,  particularly  Into  Dutch  and  French  colonies  In 
Indochina  and  the  East  Indies.30 

Events  wouid  drive  the  Navy  to  design  an  offensive  strategic  plan 

for  war  with  the  United  States.  Traditionally  the  Army  regarded  the 

Soviet  Union  as  the  chief  hypothetical  enemy,  and  preparedness  for  war 

and  strategic  planning  proceeded  accordingly .  The  Navy  regarded  the 

United  States  as  the  primary  imaginary  enemy.  These  different  strategic 

concepts  were  never  satisfactorily  resolved.  As  one  Japanese  historian 

concluded,  "no  unified  opinion  could  be  brought  Into  existence;  the 

opinion  of  the  Army  and  that  of  the  Navy  about  strategy  always  led  to 

31 

Inconclusive  compromises . •  Nevertheless,  German  victories  In  Europe, 

Japanese  expansionists  argued,  created  a  never -to -be -repeated  opportunity 

for  Japan  to  build  a  great  empire  extending  from  Manchuria  in  the  north 

to  weakened  British  colonies  In  the  south  and  unprotected  French  and 

Dutch  colonial  possessions  In  Indochina  and  the  East  Indies.  dshima, 

back  In  Japan  after  spending  six  years  In  Germany ,  often  gave  pro-Axls 

public  lectures  and  helped  to  rally  public  support  for  a  southern  advance 

policy.  “ Don't  miss  the  bus,"  he  told  audiences  when  explaining  that 

Japan  ought  not  to  be  left  behind  during  the  unique  redistribution  of 

32 

European  colonies.  The  prospect  of  a  self-contained  empire  gave  rise 

to  talk  of  a  Japanese-sponsored  Greater  Bast  Asia  Co -prosperity 
33 

Sphere.  A  southern  advance  policy  appealed  to  the  Navy  because  of 
oil  and  other  resources,  particularly  In  the  Dutch  East  Indies.  In  the 
ImperiaJ  Conference .  held  on  19  September  1940,  to  confirm  the  decision 
to  sign  the  Tripartite  Pact,  mention  was  frequently  made  of  the  vaiue  of 
Dutch  oil  for  Japanese  concerns  and  the  importance  of  German  friendship. 
( Almost  as  a  note  of  ironic  symbolism,  the  announcement  of  Sshlma' s 


fi 
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reappointment  an  ambassador  to  Germany  was  made  in  late  December  1940, 

and  at  a  magnificent  farewell  party  in  January  Foreign  Minister  Yosuke 

Matsuoka  declared  that.  5shima  had  a  unique  knowledge  of  German  foreign 

policy  and  that  the  tremendous  personal  trust  in  which  Hitler  held  tfshlma 

enabled  him  to  have  perfect  heart-to-heart  talks  with  all  leading  members 

34 

of  the  German  government.  )  The  Navy  endorsed  the  notion  of  a 
military  alliance  with  Germany  and  Italy ,  but  cautioned  that  every 

conceivable  measure  should  be  taken  to  avoid  war  with  the  United 

.  -15 

States. 

Not  long  before  the  signing  of  the  Tripartite  Pact  on  27  September 

1940,  the  rapid  march  of  events  significantly  reduced  Japan's  strategic 

options.  France  granted  Japan  bases  and  transit  rights  in  Indochina,  and 

Great  Britain,  under  Japanese  pressure,  agreed  to  a  three-month  closure 

of  the  Burma  Road,  an  important  route  for  supplies  to  roach  the 

Nationalist  Chinese  during  their  war  with  the  Japanese.  Many  Japanese 

argued  that  the  strategic  implications  of  these  measures  were  clear 

they  could  help  pave  the  way  for  a  Japanese  solution  to  the  conflict  in 

China  and  for  a  Japanese  advance  southward.  Many  Japanese,  such  as 

Foreign  Minister  Matsuoka,  were  convinced  that  the  Tripartite  Pact 

greatly  strengthened  Japan's  international  position;  thus,  the  United 

States'  strong  attitude  toward  Japan  could  te  mitigated  and  war 
36 

avoided. 

That  was  an  illusory  goal  for  Japanese  strategic  planners.  In 
fact,  Japanese -American  relations  were  rapidly  deteriorating  and  becoming 
noticeably  more  strained.  The  pact  Intended  to  separate  the  United 
States  from  Great  Britain,  but  there  was  already  a  lot  of  evidence  that 
the  United  states  government  would  not  abandon  Great  Britain  or  be  cowed 
by  Axis  threats .  The  United  States  licensed  the  export  of  high-grade  oil 
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and  Introduced  an  embargo  of  scrap  iron  and  steel .  The  moves  where 
directed  against  Japan.  A  military  draft,  the  first  peacetime  program  of 
compulsory  military  service  in  the  United  States,  was  adopted ,  and  fifty 
U.S.  Navy  destroyers  were  turned  over  to  the  British .  The  American 
reaction  to  the  change  in  global  paver  relationships  among  the  Axis 

powers  in  1940  detracted  appreciably  form  the  easy  fruits  some  Japanese 
strategic  planners  expected  from  a  southern  advance  policy.  The  striking 
power  of  American  naval  and  air  forces  then  based  in  Hawaii  became  a 
matter  of  much  consternation. 

It  was  in  those  circumstances ,  therefore ,  in  January  1941 ,  that  the 

strategic  idea  and  the  operational  planning  for  the  air  assault  at  Pearl 
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Harbor  started  to  emerge.  A  new  offensive  strategy  had  to  be 
designed  to  take  advantage  of  the  element  of  surprise  and  to  crush 

quickly  American  forces  at  Pearl  Harbor.  Thus ,  the  Americana  would  be 

unable  to  Interfere  immediately  after  the  start  of  campaigns  to  expand 
southward.  Thereafter,  it  was  assumed  that  Japan  would  have  an 

Impregnable  position  within  her  recently  secured  Western  Pacific 
perimeter .  Strategic  failure  was  near  at  hand. 

At  the  imperial  conference  on  2  July  1941 ,  Japan's  direction , 
previously  determined  to  some  extent  by  the  course  of  recent  events,  was 
steadied  to  an  alarming  degree.  There  was  to  be  no  Immediate  declaration 
of  war  on  the  Soviet  Union,  In  spite  of  the  recent  German  Invasion  In 
the  European  portion  of  that  huge  nation.  Indeed ,  the  Japanese  chose  not 
to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  Integrate  their  strategic 
objectives  with  those  of  their  European  allies ,  although  there  was  not 
complete  agreement  on  that  point. 

The  Japanese  had  long  known  of  the  forthcoming  attack  and  had 
decided  to  pursue  a  peculiarly  Japanese  course.  On  28  May  1941  Foreign 
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Minister  Matsuoka  wired  Ambassador  dshlma  In  Berlin  with  Instructions  to 

tell  the  German  foreign  minister  Immediately  that  "in  view  of  the  current 

International  situation  which  so  deeply  Involves  my  country,  and  of  the 

Internal  situation  within  Japan ,  this  minister  sincerely  hopes  that  the 

German  government  Insofar  as  Is  possible  will  avoid  a  military  clash  with 
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the  Soviet  [Union].’  And  four  days  before  the  German  Invasion  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  after  reporting  * on  t)>e  Imminent  probability  of  the 
opening  of  hostilities Oshlma  advised  Matsuoka  on  the  proper  steps  to 
be  taken  for  the  welfare  of  Japan: 

First  of  all.  It  Is  urgent  that  wp  adopt  and  adamantly 

stick  to  a  policy  assuring  the  establishment  and 

maintenance  of  our  area  and  rights  of  co-prosperity  in 

Greater  East  Asia.  He  must  speedily  adopt  a  definite 

policy  in  our  relations  with  the  South  Seas,  China,  the 

United  States,  iwd  Soviet  Russia.  As  I  say,  we  must 

meet  the  European  situation  with  a  counter-policy  of  our 

own  from  which  we  ourselves  will  derive  the  greatest 
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benefits  and  carry  It  out  with  resolution. 

In  another  ciphered  wire  of  the  same  date  (18  June  19411,  dshlma 

estimated  that  ’the  coming  German-Soviet  war  ...  will  end  in  a  short 

time.’  There  would  be  no  time  for  the  western  democratic  nations  to  give 

aid  to  the  Soviet  Union,  although  ’Great  Britain  would,  no  doubt, 

endeavor  to  get  more  aid  from  the  United  States .’  However,  dshlma 

concluded  that  ‘with  the  defeat  of  Soviet  Russia  ...  ,’  the  United  States 
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would  ’ forgo  her  plans  of  Joining  the  war.  That  type  of  fallacious 
assessment  was  all  too  prevalent  on  the  eve  of  the  Important  2  July  1941 
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Imperial  Conference ,  when  It  was  decided  that  the  southern  advance  policy 
was  to  be  implemented ,  even  If  the  action  ultimately  led  to  war  with  the 
United  States.** 
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Japanese  armed  forces  developed  operational  doctrines  that  were 
fairly  realistic  In  terms  of  short-range  requirements  In  the  1 n ter war 
period ,  and  they  were  reasonably  effective  until  strategic  goals  became 
more  imposing  In  the  latter  1930s.  The  shortcomings  of  operational 
doctrines  were  revealed  In  the  Army  sooner  than  In  the  Navy ,  hut  in 
general  the  origins  of  the  failure  of  operational  doctrine  by  the  summer 
of  1941  were  reflected  In  and  symptomatic  of  the  growing  Ineffectiveness 
of  Japanese  military  strategy  after  the  onset  of  the  Sino-Japanese  War. 

One  of  the  chief  strategic  goals  of  the  Japanese  Navy  was  to 
promote  Japanese  political ,  economic ,  and  military  hegemony  In  the 
Western  Pacific.  That  realistic  strategy  contributed  to  the  formulation 
of  operational  doctrines  that  were  only  partially  effective. 

Operational  doctrine  enhanced  the  development  of  Japanese  sea 
communications,  but  Japanese  admirals  did  not  pay  much  attention  to  the 
protection  of  their  own  lines  of  communication .  That  was  a  serious 
mistake  and  it  considerably  reduced  operational  effectiveness .  Indeed , 
naval  operational  doctrine,  which  reflected  the  admirals'  obsession  with 
the  battle  fleet,  stipulated  that  destroyers  were  to  escort  capital  ships 
only ,  and  when  war  came  In  1941  there  were  no  Japanese  naval  units  with 
an  exclusive  mission  to  escort  merchant  ships.  In  spite  of  Alfred  Thayer 
Mahan's  warning  that  the  power  * to  insure  these  communications  to  one's 
self,  and  to  Interrupt  them  for  an  adversary,  affects  the  very  root  of  a 
nation's  vigor’'  and  in  spite  of  emphasis  on  the  construction  of  lighter 
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vessels,  especially  destroyers,  the  Navy  failed  to  cover  the  nation's 

vulnerable  lines  of  communication,  even  though  they  were  so  vital  to  the 
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Japanese  industrial-technical  base.  Nor  was  there  any  predilection 

among  Japanese  admirals  for  coimerce-raiding  operations. 

The  Japanese  Navy  was  responsible  for  escort  protection ,  but  it  was 

Indifferent  to  and  ignored  the  Importance  of  convoy  escort  in  the 

lnterwar  period.  The  Navy  was  paralyzed  ano  unable  to  come  to  grips  with 

the  problem.  Many  Army  officers  and  officials  from  civilian  shipping 

companies  were  highly  concerned  with  the  problem  of  convoy  escort,  hut 

they  were  unable  to  influence  the  Navy.  They  sometimes  read  the  works  of 

Ninston  Churchill  and  David  Lloyd  George  as  they  pertained  to  methods 

devised  to  deal  with  unrestricted  U-boat  operations  in  the  First  World 

War.  But  the  Navy  was  offensive-minded:  it  was  obsessed  with  studying 

and  training  for  offensive  operations  against  the  enemy's  battle  fleet. 

There  was,  however,  an  extremely  small  section  in  the  Navy  Department 

(fewer  than  a  dozen  officers  and  enlisted  men,  most  of  whom  were 

physically  unfit  for  regular  duty )  in  charge  of  sea  defense  late  In  the 

1930s,  but  the  chief  focus  of  the  section  was  on  the  study  of  harbor 
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defense  and  mlnelaylng ,  not  on  the  problem  of  convoy  escort. 

The  particular  corollary  to  the  Japanese  Navy's  failure  to  develop 
a  convoy  escort  procedure  was  its  failure  Co  develop  an  anti-submarine 
warfare  (ASHl  operational  doctrine  In  t ho  interwar  period.  ASH  was  of 
little  concern  to  Japanese  naval  planners  because  they  underestimated  the 
submarine  menace  to  shipping.  In  the  late  nineteenth  century,  the 
traditlon-mafrlng  era  for  the  Japanese  Navy,  Japan  was  still  an 
agricultural  state:  there  was  little  population  pressure  and  the  new 
nation-state  did  not  have  a  great  dependence  on  a  sea-borne  trade.  That 
situation  changed  dramatically  with  growing  industrialization,  especially 
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around  the  turn  of  the  century  when  submarines  appeared  to  be  of  little 
consequence  in  naval  warfare.  The  brilliant  successes  In  fleet-versus- 
fleet  duels  dominated  Japemese  naval  thought .  Those  successes  were  the 
focus  of  naval  lessons  learned  in  studies  of  the  Battles  of  Yalu  and 
Tsushima,  for  example.  During  the  rapid  growth  of  Japanese  Industry  In 
the  First  World  War  and,  therefore,  growing  dependence  on  sea-borne 
trade,  Japanese  naval  officers,  nevertheless ,  sought  mainly  battleship 
lessons  in  their  professional  studies.  Although  the  Japanese  Navy 
assisted  the  British  Navy,  from  which  the  Japanese  had  learned  so  much, 
by  sending  destroyers  to  fight  against  U-boats  in  the  Mediterranean  Sea, 
in  the  1920s  and  1930s  Japanese  naval  officers  preferred  to  discuss  and 

study  the  fleet  engagements  near  the  Falkland  Islands  and  off  the  Chilean 
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port  of  coronel,  among  other  surface  battle  actions.  Thus,  in  the 

areas  of  convoy  escort  and  ASW,  the  Japanese  Navy  became  a  victim  of  its 

previous  rigid  thinking  --  inflexibility  characterized  those  aspects  of 

operational  doctrine.  Before  1941  the  vested  interests  of  most 

traditional-minded  admirals  prevented  the  development  of  an  effective 

operational  doctrine  that  could  come  to  grips  with  some  of  the  changes 

occurring  in  naval  warfare.  A  high  price  would  be  paid,  for  during  the 

second  world  War  U.S.  Navy  submarines  accounted  for  the  destruction  of 

about  fifty-five  percent  (1,314  vessels,  S.3  million  tons )  of  all 

Japanese  naval  and  merchant  vessels  lost;  forty-eight  American  submarines 
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were  lost  in  combat  operations. 

The  Japanese  Navy  profited  from  an  aggressive  spirit,  and  it  sought 
to  generate  combat  power  to  support  operational  doctrine.  If  indifferent 
to  seme  operational  concerns  about  how  heat  to  employ  submarines ,  on  the 
other  hand  the  Japanese  Navy  was  very  Interested  in  the  weapon  Itself. 
For  Japan  had  an  innovative  Navy  that  sought  to  keep  abreast  of  new 
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developments  In  foreign  navies.  Even  before  the  Washington  Treaty  it  was 

building  several  submarines  of  the  no  class  --  the-)  were  put  Into  service 

between  1919  and  1927.  They  were  medium  range  submarines  based  on  plans 

purchased  of  the  Italian  Flat-Laurentl ,  the  yzv  -  h  Schne.l dot -Laubeuf,  and 

the  British  Vickers  " L *  boats  during  the  First  World  War.  The  Japanese 

submarine  school  was  established  at  Kure  in  1920.  At  first .  classes  were 

conducted  aboard  the  old  cruiser  Itsukushlma ,  for  the  Navy's  reguest  for 

funds  for  base  facilities  was  denied  in  1919.  A  captain  served  as 

president  of  the  school ,  and  In  1921  the  faculty  Included  eight 

commanders  and  thirteen  lieutenants Soon,  in  two  separate  six-month 

long  classes,  about  thirty  officers  and  250  enlisted  men  were  graduated 

annually.  A  very  detailed  U.S.  naval  intelligence  report  of  1926 

observed  that  the  Japanese  "curriculum  is,  in  general,  about  the  same  as 

that  of  our  own  submarine  school  at  New  London,  Including  diesel  and 

storage  battery  engineering,  systems  of  attack ,  etc.  Periods  of 

instruction  on  shore  are  supplemented  by  periods  of  practical  Instruction 
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in  the  actual  handling  of  submarines." 

The  strategic  characteristic  of  the  Japanese  Navy  of  gaining  access 

to  foreign  technological  information  n  order  to  promote  Its  own 

operational  capabilities  can  be  clearly  seen  in  an  examination  of  the 

changes  that  the  Japanese  Introduced  In  their  submarine  force.  The 

advent  of  German  U-boats  in  the  First  World  War  was  a  technical 

Innovation  not  to  be  wasted  on  Japanese  naval  planners.  The  Japanese 

sought  the  best  available  submarine  technology  and  developed  It  In  such  a 

a  way  so  as  to  support  operational  doctrine.  Japanese  Navy  officers  were 

sent  to  Germany  to  study  U-boat  designs.  For  example,  one  such  officer 

was  then  Lieutenant  Commander  Naokunl  Nomura  who  was  in  Germany  from  1919 
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to  1924.  Japan,  an  ailied  power  In  the  First  World  War,  received 


seven  U-boats  as  German  reparations.  The  submarines  were  not  only 

carefully  tested  and  thoroughly  studied ,  but  hundreds  of  Germw  submarine 

designers ,  technicians ,  and  former  U-boat  officers  were  brought  to  J&pan 

and  employed  under  five-year  contracts  by  the  Japanese  Navy.  At  about 

the  same  time ,  1921,  the  Japanese  Navy  demonstrated  Its  keen  Interest  in 

other  foreign  technology  by  buying  large  amounts  of  optical  glass  from 

Germany  and  Switzerland  and  bringing  engineers  from  various  European 

optical  firms  to  Japan  to  design  periscopes,  range  finders,  and  other 

optical  Instruments  essential  to  the  Navy's  operational  and  tactical 

effectiveness,  in  other  Instances ,  Japanese  commissions  purchased  bomb 

sights  manufactured  In  Austria,  MAN  ( Maschlnenfabrlk  Auasburct  NQrnbera) 

3,000  horsepower  diesel  engines  from  Germany ,  and  Swiss  steam  turbines. 

The  latter  purchase  was  for  a  Japanese  destroyer  then  under  construction 
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at  ishlkawajima  dockyards. 

The  Japanese  took  available  technology  to  design  a  fleet  component 
that  would  serve  the  Interests  of  the  centerpiece,  the  queen  of  battle, 
the  battleship .  The  new  class  of  larger  cruiser  diesel  submarines ,  the 
J -boats,  developed  In  1924  from  this  program  of  seeking  the  beat  of 
foreign  technology,  contributed  to  the  Navy's  effort  to  assist  in  the 
consolidation  of  Japanese  hegemony  in  the  Western  Pacific.50  such 
l-boats  were  fast  enough  to  operate  with  the  dreadnoughts  of  the  1920s  or 
to  scout  ahead,  and  they  had  sufficient  range  and  provisions  for  a 
sixty  day  cruise,  even  across  the  Pacific  or  Indian  Oceans,  without  any 
means  of  support.  In  the  1920s  Japan  had  a  more  far-flung  empire  than 
previously ;  moreover,  the  building  of  submarines  was  not  restricted  by 
the  terms  of  the  Washington  Treaty.  Thus,  there  was  a  deliberate  move  on 
the  part  of  Japanese  planners  to  take  advantage  of  newly  available  German 
technology ,  to  emphasize  the  design  and  construction  of  large  ocean-going 
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submarines  which  were  peculiarly  suitable  for  operating  in  the  vast 
expanse  of  the  Pacific  Ocean. 

These  new  ocean-going  submarines  were  particularly  effective  in 
helping  to  tie  together  the  newly  acquired  mandated  islands  into  a 
defensive  perimeter  surrounding  vital  sea  communications  of  the  Japanese 
empire.  In  this  respect  the  Navy's  operational  concepts  were  fully 
consistent  with  the  technical  capabilities  of  I -boats.  Former  German 
islands  and  atolls  north  of  the  equator  in  the  Pacific  --  the  Palau, 
Mariana,  Caroline,  and  Marshall  groups  —  were  mandated  to  Japan  by  the 
league  of  Nations ,  but  the  terms  of  the  mandate  prohibited  their  use  for 
naval  or  military  purposes . 

Nevertheless ,  harbor  facilities ,  supply  depots,  and  refueling  bases 
were  soon  established  on  several  of  the  islands  --  they  were  equally 
convenient  for  Japanese  armed  forces  and  commercial  enterprises . 
Japanese  behavior  In  the  mandated  islands  signified  a  consistency  between 
operational  concepts  and  strategic  objectives,  for  outlying  Islands  with 
facilities  suitable  for  supporting  military  operations  could  not  help  but 
promote  the  consolidation  of  Japanese  hegemony  In  the  Western  Pacific. 
It  Is  not  surprising,  therefore ,  that  there  was  a  great  deal  of  specula¬ 
tion  In  the  United  States  and  Great  Britain  that  the  Japanese  were  Indeed 
using  the  bases  for  naval  and  military  purposes  arid  that  they  were  also 
very  secretly  fortifying  some  of  the  mandated  islands.  These  suspicions 
were  confirmed  latvr  in  the  1930s  by  evidence  that  Intensive  militari¬ 
zation  was  under  way,  particularly  of  the  Marshall  and  Caroline  islands. 

But  by  that  time  Japan  sought  more  than  mere  consolidation  of  hegemony, 
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she  sought  expansion  of  her  Pacific  sphere  of  Influence. 

This  part  of  Japanese  operational  doctrine  remained  effective  in 
the  inter.mr  period,  for  the  islands  became  Increasingly  militarized  at 


the  same  time  strategic  objectives  became  increasingly  critical  of  U.S. 

Navy  advances  westward.  Work  commenced  in  1934  to  construct  airfields  on 

various  mandated  islands  in  order  to  develop  an  interlocking  defensive 

air  network.  Several  of  the  islands  of  the  Kwajalein  Atoll  in  the 

Marshalls  were  made  into  a  major  advance  base,  with  repair  facilities  for 

submarines,  a  torpedo  station,  piers,  fleet  anchorage,  and  a  seaplane 
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ramp.  By  the  summer  of  1941,  such  installations  as  fighter  and 

bomber  airfields  emd  very  heavily  reinforced  concrete  pillboxes  and 

blockhouses  were  added  to  the  Kwajalein  fortifications .  At  least  forty 

Japanese  vessels  were  constantly  employed  in  carrying  out  mostly  Korean 

laborers  and  matirlels  from  Japan  for  the  systematic  militarization  of 
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Truk  in  the  Carolines  and  the  Kwajalein  Atoll .  Furthermore ,  after 
1936  the  Navy  took  over  the  administration  of  communications  in  all  of 
the  mandated  Islands,  and  additional  radio  stations  were  constructed  in 
the  Marianas  and  Carolines.  Thus,  the  mandated  islands  formed  a  network 
of  support  facilities,  and  in  time  of  war  an  enemy  would  have  great 

difficulty  driving  Japanese  armed  forces  from  the  area. 

The  configuration  of  newly  secured  mandated  islands,  their 

development  for  sea  support  activities,  and  the  design  and  construction 
of  the  new  ocean-going  class  of  l-boats  stimulated  the  Navy  to  develop  an 
operational  doctrine  that  supported  Japan's  political  and  strategic  goals 
in  the  Western  Pacific.  In  the  event  of  war  in  the  1920a  or  early  1930s, 
Japanese  submarines  in  the  Western  Pacific,  with  Marshall  islands  support 
facilities  1,900  miles  from  Hawaii,  2,100  miles  from  Australia,  and  2,300 
miles  from  Tokyo  and  other  Japanese  industrial  centers,  could  concentrate 
on  the  protection  of  Japanese  sea  traffic,,  on  the  disruption  of  an 

adversary's  sea  lanes  within  the  Japanese  defensive  perimeter,  or  serve 
as  pickets  for  the  battle  fleet.  Aircraft  aboard  a  few  of  the 
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submarines  by  the  early  1930s  Increased  their  ability  to  reconnolter  the 

sea  lanes .  But  just  beneath  this  operational  doctrine  was  the  assumption 

that  Japanese  submarines  would  also  concentrate  on  the  destruction  of  any 

remnants  of  the  enemy's  battle  fleet  entering  the  Japanese-controlled 
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sphere,  Thus,  this  operational  doctrine  lent  Itself  to  an  easy 
switch  from  a  defensive  orientation  to  on  offensive  one ,  For  the  bases 
that  prompted  the  hegemony  of  Japanese  interests  In  the  Western  Pacific 
on  earlier  occasions  would  in  changed  political  and  strategic 
circumstances  be  viewed  as  a  springboard  for  offensive  operations  against 
an  enemy's  battle  leet . 

The  Japanese  use  of  seaplane  tenders  provides  an  excellent' example 
of  operational  effectiveness.  Seaplane  tenders,  particularly  In  view  of 
Japan's  strategic  bases  in  the  mandated  islands,  served  well  tine 
communication  objectives  of  the  far-flung  empire.  These  mother  ships 
carried  planes  on  deck  that  could  be  catapulted  into  the  air  or  hoisted 
over  the  side  for  take  off  from  the  water.  Other  disassembled  and  crated 
planes  were  carried  In  the  holds  of  such  ships.  Several  of  these  mobile 
hangars  were  built  for  the  Japanese  Navy  in  the  interwar  period,  and  they 
proved  particularly  effective  in  the  Slno-Japanese  War  starting  In  July 
1937.  Indeed,  they  serviced  and  supplied  most  of  the  planes  employed 
against  Chinese  cities  and  armies  along  the  coast, 

The  potential  of  cruisers  In  the  new  operational  doctrine  was  net. 
unlike  that  of  submarines.  Within  ten  years  after  the  Washington  Treaty 
Japan  added  at  least  nineteen  new  cruisers  to  the  Navy.  They  were 
Ideally  suited  to  protect  the  nation's  seas  communications  and  to  raid  an 
adversary's  trade  routes  In  the  Western  Pacific.  The  new  Japanese 
cruisers  were  fast  ( thirty-three  knots),  had  a  wide  radius  of  action , 
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carried  reconnaissance  aircraft  and  torpedo  tubes ,  and  most  of  them  had 
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eight-inch  guns. 

Although  the  configuration  of  the  Navy  developed  after  the 
Nashlngton  Treaty  was  well-suited  for  the  queue  de  course  In  which  fast 
cruisers  and  long-range  submarines  played  prominent  roles ,  such  a  theory 
of  naval  warfare  was  not  wholly  endorsed  by  the  Japanese  admiralty.  The 
features  of  the  new  Japanese  cruisers  that  made  them  so  attractive  as 
patrol  vessels,  escorts  for  troop  and  supply  ships,  or  for  use  in  a 
guerre  de  course  against  enemy  commerce  also  made  them  admirably  adapted 
to  service  with  the  battle  fleet  as  scouts  and  as  screens  against  torpedo 
attack  from  enemy  destroyers .  in  the  most  famous  victory  of  the  Japanese 
Navy,  at  Tsushima  over  the  Russians  In  190b,  Admiral  TSgo  relied 
extensively  on  the  scouting  and  shadowing  operations  of  his  cruisers. 
They  made  contact  with  the  Russian  battle  squadron  when  it  was  100  miles 
from  the  site  of  the  Impending  battle,  and  the  cruisers  constantly 
radioed  to  Admiral  TSgo  information  of  the  enemy's  course  and  speed  for 
eight,  hours  before  the  Japanese  attack.  Shortly  after  the  Japanese 
victory  , Mahan  compared  Togo' j  advantage  to  Nelson's  before  the  Battle  of 
Trafalgar  ~~  the  British  admiral,  fifty  miles  at  sea ,  Knew  from  his 
scouts  that  the  allied  fleets  left  Cadiz  two  and  a  half  hours  after  they 
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weighed  anchor.  The  historical  precedents  of  cruisers  serving  the 
needs  of  the  battle  fleet  was  deeply  Imbedded  In  the  minds  of  Japanese 
naval  officers,  and  thus,  also,  in  Navy  operational  doctrine.  The 
earlier  doctrine  concerned  with  the  protection  of  Interior  lines  of  sea 
communications  fell  victim  to  offensive  planning  when  political  and 
strategic  goals  became  more  agresslve  In  the  1'tlQs.  Nevertheless ,  the 
gradual  change  In  Navy  operational  doctrine  had  no  serious  consequences 
for  the  Japanese  before  1941.  That  was  because  of  the  relative  weakness 
of  the  Chinese  Navy  during  the  Slno-Japanese  War. 
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The  Japanese  fleet  had  much  freedom  of  action  in  the  Western 

Pacific  in  the  mld-1930s .  It  had  many  well -situated  naval  bases ,  and  it 

was  a  well-balanced  and  splendidly  trained  force.  One'  contemporary  naval 

analyst  observed  that  the  newer  Japanese  ships  tad  ’ higher  fighting 

qualities  than  British  and  American  ships,"  but  those  characteristics 

Sfi 

were  obtained  at  the  cost  of  habitability  and  perhaps  seaworthiness. 

Nevertheless,  these  considerable  strengths  of  the  Japanese  Navy  were 

neutralized  to  some  degree  when  by  the  summer  of  1941  an  offensive 

strategy  superseded  earlier  policy.  In  this  regard,  a  hallmark  of 

operational  ineffectiveness  was  the  small  and  slow  fleet  of  oii  tankers. 

One  naval  observer  predicted  in  1935  that  that  weak  spot  in  Japanese 
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naval  armament  "would  be  a  handicap  for  offensive  operations." 

While  the  fleet  was  fast  enough  and  had  the  range  to  strike 

offensively  at  distant  targets,  naval  logistics  could  not  support  such 

operations,  especially  in  a  war  of  attrition .  The  Japanese  Navy  was 

Imbalanced  In  favor  of  heavy  offensive  vessels,  and  when  war  was  near  at 

hand  In  1941  all  Japanese  merchant  ships  were  called  home  for  conversion 

into  war  transports ,  tenders,  troop  and  cargo  carriers ,  and  fuel  ships 

for  the  battle  fleet  and  air  units.  The  lack  of  a  full y  Integrated 

supply  and  transport  system  adequate  to  meet  the  wartime  needs  of  the 

fleet  proved  to  be  disastrous.  That  shortcoming  and  the  ASW  and  convoy 

escort  problems  illustrate  severe  operational  ineffectiveness.  Japan 

would  suffer  the  loss  of  virtually  all  of  her  sea  power  --  over  2,300 

merchant  ships  of  1,000  tons  and  larger  and  nearly  700  naval  vessels  were 
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destroyed  In  the  Second  World  War. 

The  Japanese  were  always  keenly  interested  In  developments  In 

foreign  armed  services.  The  observations  of  Japanese  military  agents  in 
Europe  during  the  First  World  War  sharpened  an  Interest  in  naval 
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aviation ,  and  developments  soon  formed  an  Integral  part  of  naval 

operational  air  doctrine  consistent  with  Japanese  strategic  goals  In  the 

Western  Pacific.  The  Japanese  Navy  requested  technical  assistance  from 

the  British;  the  result  was  that  a  semi-official  mission  headed  by  Lord 

Semplll ,  a  pioneer  of  British  aviation,  was  despatched  to  Japan  for  two 

years  starting  In  1921.  Some  thirty  air  officers  of  the  mission  helped 

to  train  Japanese  naval  aviators;  other  assistance  In  Japanese  naval  air 

developments  came  from  a  former  Royal  Navy  Air  Service  officer  who  was 
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employed  by  Mitsubishi  throughout  much  of  the  Interwar  period. 

These  earlier  developments  In  naval  aviation  greatly  assisted  the 
Japanese  during  their  steady  expansion  of  the  aircraft  carrier  force 
after  the  Washington  Treaty.  The  treaty  permitted  them  81,000  tons  of 
carriers  compared  to  135,000  tons  allowed  in  each  of  the  navies  of  Great 
Britain  and  the  United  States.  The  small  carrier  Hosho  (7,500  tons, 
twenty-five  knots,  sixteen  planes )  was  already  operational ,  and  the 

treaty  allowed  the  Japanese  to  keep  two  super  battle  cruisers,  the  Amaal 
and  Akagl ,  for  conversion  to  aircraft  carriers.  Joining  the  fleet  In 
1927  and  1928,  the  Akaol  and  a  substitute  carrier  for  the  Amaol  added 
appreciably  to  naval  air  power  and  Increased  the  Navy's  ability  to  comb 
the  seas  and  watch  over  the  nation's  far-flung  sea  communications .  0 
Three  somewhat  smaller  aircraft  carriers  were  commissioned  by  the 

mid -1930s. 

Operational  carrier  doctrine  remained  focused  chiefly  on  sea 

communications  during  the  decade.  In  the  event  of  war  with  the  United 
States  plans  were  to  fight  an  attrition  campaign  at  first ,  followed  by 
the  decisive  battle.  Japanese  submarines  and  air  attacks  were  to  reduce 
American  forces  en  route  westward  from  Hawaii  to  the  reiief  of  the 

Phiiippines.  First,  packs  of  large  and  fast  ocean-going  submarines  would 


attack  soon  after  the  fleet  sailed  out  of  Pearl  Harbor.  After  the 

initial  attack  they  were  to  resurface ,  race  ahead  with  a  two  or 

three-knot  advantage  over  the  cruising  speed  of  the  slower  American 

capital  ships,  and  attack  a  second  time  when  the  fleet  was  two  or  three 

days  out  of  Pearl  Harbor.  The  process  would  be  repeated  until  the 

I-boats  exhausted  their  supply  of  torpedoes.  As  the  American  fleet  drew 

closer  to  the  Philippines,  it  would  come  within  range  of  long-range 

bombers,  particularly  the  Mitsubishi  Type  96,  based  on  various  Japanese 

mandated  islands.  Further  reduction  of  the  American  fleet  would  occur 

before  the  anticipated  fleet  action  took  place  in  the  Western  Pacific,  a 

Tsushima  or  Jutland-like  battle  somewhere  between  the  Marshalls  and  the 

Philippines . 61  Nevertheless,  in  various  fleet  exercises  in  the 

lnterwar  period,  the  Japanese ,  like  the  British  and  Americana,  discussed 

and  experimented  with  carrier-borne  air  striking  forces  to  test  the 
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effectiveness  of  bombers  and  torpedo  bombers  against  enemy  targets. 

Traditionally ,  Japanese  operational  doctrine  for  the  employment  of 
aircraft  carriers  insisted  that  they  were  supposed  to  provide  an  " air 
umbrella "  for  the  La t tie  fleet.  But  the  Japanese  were  not  unaware  of 
foreign  speculation  about  a  new  role  for  carriers,  especially  when  It 
came  from  the  pen  of  Hector  Bywater,  the  well-known  naval  correspondent 
of  the  London  Bally  Telegraph.  In  1934  Bywater  claimed  that  the  Japanese 
appreciated  the  ‘ essentially  agressive  character"  of  aircraft  carriers. 
Therefore ,  he  declared,  "Japan  fears  these  ships  more  than  any  other 
naval  craft.  She  dreads  the  possibility  of  large  enemy  carriers  steaming 
across  the  Pacific  Co  send  off  swarms  of  bombing  planes  against  Tokyo  and 
other  populous  centers."**3  Not  long  before,  in  1932 ,  a  Japanese 
delegate  at  Che  Geneva  Disarmament  Conference  complained  about  the 
*P*c.lficaiJy  offensive  character  of  aircraft  carriers,  but  other 
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delegates  observed  that  the  Japanese  could  easily  oppose  in  principle  the 

construction  of  carriers  because  most  of  Japan's  spheres  of  Interest 

64 

could  be  dominated  by  land-based  aircraft. 

Slmutaneous  with  concern  and  speculation  about  the  offensive 
possibilities  of  the  carrier  strike  force  was  new  concern  over  some  of 
the  tenets  of  the  old  doctrine.  The  concern,  if  not  anxiety,  over  the 
viability  of  traditional  operational  doctrine  grew  out  of  changes  in 
Japanese  political  and  strategic  thought.  As  the  Navy  started  to  plan  in 
late  194  * or  a  southern  advance,  which  would  inevitably  mean  war  with 

the  United  states,  it  was  decided  that  the  Japanese  new  southern 
defensive  perimeter  had  to  be  established  before  there  occurred  the 
expected  clash  with  the  American  battle  fleet.  But  the  Americans  might 
arrive  earlier,  before  southern  operations  were  completed!  Or  through 
the  northern  route  there  could  come  a  carrier-borne  air  strike  against 
the  home  islands  that  would  not  only  leave  the  Navy  chagrined,  but  force 
it  to  weaken  its  southern  forces  for  the  sake  of  improving  defenses 
against  attack  on  Tokyo  and  other  major  Japanese  cities.  Furthermore, 
the  Japanese  questioned  the  old  plans  calling  for  their  battie  fleet  to 
wait  for  the  advancing  American  fleet  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Philippines , 
for  the  Americans  might  not  risk  crossing  westward  very  close  to  Japan's 
mandated  islands.  Therefore ,  the  American  battle  fleet  could  arrive  in 
the  Western  Pacific  when  and  where  American  strategists  decided,  and, 
presumably ,  it  would  arrive  without  coming  under  severe  air  or  submarine 
attack.  Since  war  with  the  United  States  was  believed  to  be  inevitable, 
Japan  would  surrender  a  great  advantage  by  adhering  to  the  old  defensive 
doctrine  through  which  the  Japanese  Navy  would  have  to  react  to  a 
generally ,  and  not  specifically,  anticipated  Americem  attack.  Thus,  some 
Japanese  naval  analysts  argued  that  the  new  circumstances  necessitated 


201 . 


chang e  In  operational  doctrine. 

After  2937  Navy  operational  doctrine  started  to  change  very 

gradually ,  but  for  several  years  to  cone  the  battleship  would  remain  the 

centerpiece  of  the  imperial  Japanese  Navy.  In  time  It  was  thought  that 

fast  carriers  could  eventually  project  firepower  deep  Into  enemy 

territory.  Several  new  carriers  were  built ,  and  the  big  carriers  Akaal 

and  Kaea  were  modernized .  Eventually ,  by  the  first  half  of  1941 ,  fleet 

manuevers  tested  the  new  naval  air  operational  concept ,  and  In  August  and 

September  the  number  of  large  fleet  carriers  to  take  part  In  the 

impending  Hawaiian  assault  was  augmented  from  four  to  six  by  the 
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commissioning  of  the  splendid  Shokaku  and  Zulkaku . 

A  whole  new  concept  of  air  war  emerged  --  eventually  it  would  seize 
Admiral  Isoroku  Yamamoto,  Commander  in  Chief  of  Japan's  Combined  Fleet. 
In  the  increasingly  threatening  political  and  strategic  circumstances  the 
Japanese  government  and  armed  forces  viewed  themselves  to  be  In  early  in 
the  now  decade ,  the  bold  gamble  of  Yamamoto's  plan  for  the  Pearl  Harbor 
attack  seemed  worth  careful  consideration  and  study ,  and  ultimately ,  It 
was.  Indeed,  approved  by  the  Naval  General  Staff. 

A  sharp  operational  departure  from  traditional  doctrine  was 
essential.  In  a  major  secret  operation  directed  primarily  against  U.S. 
carriers  and  land-based  planes  in  Hawaii,  all  available  Japanese  carrier 
forces  were  to  participate  in  a  surprise  daylight  attack.  Neither  the 
Japanese  Navy  not  the  Army  had  precise  instruments  with  which  effectively 
to  carry  out  grand  scale  air  strikes  under  cover  of  darkness Nor 
did  the  Japanese  naval  air  admirals  risk  attacks  on  the  enemy  when  It  was 
anticipated  that  the  pilots  would  have  to  find  their  way  back  and  land  In 
darkness  on  possibly  pitching  carrier  decks.  All  types  of  carrier-borne 
aircraft  were  to  be  utilised.  The  primary  role  for  fighters  was  to 
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control  the  airspace  over  Oahu  targets ,  not  to  provide  a  traditional  "air 
umbrella "  for  the  fast  battleships  and  heavy  cruisers  in  the  strike 
force.  High-level  and  dive  bomber  aircraft  were  supplemented  by  torpedo 
bombers,  The  variety  of  types  of  aircraft  Increased  the  opportunity  to 
inflict  maximum  damage ,  for  only  one  weapons  system  could  endanger  the 
entire  operation.  For  example,  torpedo  nets  might  be  In  place  around 
U.S.  warships.  And  If  suspicion  about  the  potential  effectiveness  of 
high-level  bombing  was  warranted  because  earlier  experience  in  China  was 
not  altogether  satisfactory,  dive  bombers  would  not  miss  the  opportunity 
to  unleash  missiles  falling  with  considerable  velocity  and  accuracy  on 
the  entrapped  American  fleet.  It  was  an  imaginative  piece  of  planning 
Intended  to  damage,  paralyze,  and  temporarily  contain  the  U.S,  Pacific 
Fleet  and  Oahu's  air  power. 

Inevitably  the  roles  of  other  vessels  would  have  to  change.  No 
longer  were  they  to  be  committed  to  the  defensive  psychology  implicit  In 
the  standard  doctrine  of  a  running  Tsushima  or  Jutland-like  set  piece 
confrontation  between  battle  fleets .  Cruisers  and  destroy***  were  to 
serve  as  scouts  for  the  large  carriers  and  the  few  fast  battleships 
accompanying  the  strike  force.  Submarines  were  to  be  pickets  to  furnish 
reconnaissance  detail  and  to  attack  any  naval  units  attempting  to  escape 
the  raging  attack  inside  Pearl  Harbor.  The  logistics  of  the  Hawaiian 
operation  were  studied  carefully,  and  fleet  exercises  to  rendezvous  with 
tankers  to  carry  out  refueling  at  sea  were  a  hallmark  of  operational 
effectiveness  in  the  Japanese  Havy  by  the  summer  of  1941.  But  how 
permanent  would  the  changes  bo  In  operational  doctrine ? 

Necessity  seemed  to  dictate  a  change  from  conventional  operational 
doctrine,  and  naval  air  power  advocates  welcomed  the  demise  of  the 
battleship  as  the  decisive  striking  force  at  sea.  Yamamoto  was  the 
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driving  force  for  such  a  change  In  operational  doctrine ,  and  with  his 
rank ,  position ,  and  enormous  prestige  he  was  able  to  gain  approval  for 
the  naval  air  power  plan  of  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor.  But  approval  for  the 
plan  of  attack  did  not  signal  an  actual  change  in  the  anachronistic  views 
of  most  of  the  senior  naval  traditionalists  and  their  notion  of 
battleship  supremacy.  In  the  summer  of  1941  tremendous  effort  and 
expense  were  devoted  £o  continued  construction  of  four  warships  intended 
to  be  the  world's  largest  battleships  --  one ,  however,  was  converted  to  a 
heavy  aircraft  carrier  before  commissioning. 

Operational  effectiveness  for  the  Japanese  Army  can  be  seen  In 

clearer  relief  than  for  the  Navy  because  of  the  conduct  of  military 

operations  on  the  Aslan  continent.  The  successful  coup  d'rftat  of  the 

Kwantung  Army  In  Manchuria  In  September  1931  set  off  a  chain  of  military 

operations  that  quickly  spread  through  that  Chinese  province.  The 

military  operations,  not  very  extensive  by  standards  to  be  applied  later 

In  China,  were  highly  /mobile  and  flexible.  Skilled  command  leadership 

made  good  use  of  the  South  Manchurlem  Hallway,  and  a  few  airplanes  were 

occasionally  used  to  bomb  Chinese  positions ,  The  Kwantung  Army  was  quite 

small  at  t,/e  outset  of  the  Incident,  perhaps  eleven  thousand  soldiers, 

and  the  number  of  Chinese  regulars  in  Manchuria  was  about  two  hundred 
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fifty  thousand.  Nevertheless ,  extremely  effective  Japanese  military 
operations  would  soon  fulfill  the  Kwantung  Army's  seif -proclaimed 
political  goal: 

To  establish  an  independent  new  state  in  Manchuria  and 
Inner  Mongolia ,  separated  from  China  proper,  which  will 
outwardly  be  under  unified  Chinese  administration  but 
actually  under  our  control.  He  will  undertake  the 
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transfer  of  power  as  quickly  as  possible  and  meanwhile 
extend  our  influence  in  all  directions  and  found  a  solid 
and  unshakable  base 

Claiming  that  they  were  acting  in  self-defense,  Kwantung  Army  forces 
immediately  occupied  Mukden  where  the  engineered  plot  had  taken  place  on 
the  night  of  18  September.  Japanese  reinforcements  were  sent  from  Korea 
without  government  permission,  and  within  a  few  days  additional  key 
cities  in  Manchuria  were  occupied  as  well.  The  Japanese  Army  demanded 
emphatically  that  those  officers  on  the  spot  were  best  fitted  to  make 
such  crucial  decisions,  and  that  military  necessity  in  the  field  should 
determine  policy,  Chinese  guerrilla  resistance  became  widespread ,  thus, 
the  military  argued,  the  expansion  of  operations  throughout  the  three 
eastern  provinces  of  Manchuria  was  necessary.  Increasingly,  the 
government  was  forced  to  act  as  an  apologist  for  the  Kwantung  Army's  acts 
until  the  puppet  " Independent "  state  of  Manchukuo  was  established  in 
February  1932.  The  Kwantung  Army  commander  was  then  given  a  second  title 
—  Ambassador  Plenipotentiary  to  Manchukuo.  Military  hegemony  was 
complete. 

The  Japanese  Army  started  war  with  China  in  July  1917  as  a  means  of 
expanding  national  Interests.  Strategic  and  political  goals  were 
consistent  in  their  aim  to  gain  hegemony  on  the  Bast  Asian  mainland,  but 
the  operational  capacity  of  Japan's  armed  forces  was  insufficient  for  a 
protracted  war  with  China.  The  Incident,  not  unlike  the  Mukden  Incident, 
was  a  premeditated  plot  on  the  part  of  a  small  group  of  Japanese 
militarists ,  In  this  case  it  was  the  so-called  China  section  in  the 
general  staff  and  war  ministry.  There  was  an  exchange  of  shots  between  a 
Japanese  force  conducting  maneuvers  and  the  Chinese  garrison  of  Wanping, 
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a  small  city  at  the  eastern  end  of  the  Marco  Polo  Bridge.  Vanping 
strategically  linked  the  Important  Pelplng-l’lentsln  line  with  the  vital 
Pelplng-Hankow  railroad.  The  Chinese  sought  a  local  settlement  and  were 
prepared  to  make  concessions,  but  the  Japanese  took  advantage  of  the 
situation  as  the  Instigators  of  the  Mudken  incident  In  Manchuria  had 
successfully  done  a  few  years  earlier.  The  precedent  was  overwhelm¬ 
ing.69 

The  Japanese  marshalled  their  military  might  and  escalated  the  war 
In  an  effort  to  achieve  an  early  victory.  Japanese  intelligence 
underestimated  China’s  will  and  capacity  to  resist t  and  it  overestimated 
Japan's  ability  to  subjugate  a  very  large  country  with  a  huge  population 
In  a  short  war.  The  blatant  Invasion  had  temporarily  given  the 
Kuomlntang  forces  of  Chiang  Kai-shek  and  the  Chinese  communists  some 
common  alms,  and  that  fact  contributed  to  a  more  united  defense.  Near 
the  end  of  1937  imperial  General  headquarters  was  established  In  Tokyo  to 
centralize  the  conduct  of  operations  in  the  hands  of  Army  and  Navy 
leaders.  Sixteen  divisions  of  the  Army  were  then  committed  In  the 
Slno-Japanese  War. 

Although  the  Chinese  lost  most  of  the  battles  and  paid  dearly  in 
the  loss  of  trained  men  in  a  series  of  last-ditch  stands  and  poorly 
organized  retreat  operations,  the  Japanese  Army  suffered  humiliating 
blows.  The  Japanese  Military  leadership  did  not  react  effectively  to 
prevent  the  war  from  being  significantly  drawn  out  after  1938.  The 
policy  of  the  Chinese  was  to  trade  land  for  time,  and  Chiang  Kai-shek 
sought  to  mobilize  the  nation's  resources  and  continued  resistance  in  the 
interior  for  a  protracted  war.  By  the  end  of  1938  Imperial  General 
Headquarters  In  Tokyo  was  blinded  by  the  unexpectedly  heavy  casualties 
and  costs  sustained  during  the  opening  phase  of  the  war  (War  Minister 
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General  Gen  Suglyama  had  told  Emperor  Hirohlto  that  the  war  would  be  won 
by  the  end  of  August  1937 ) . 

The  Japanese  adopted  a  new  operational  doctrine  in  China  when  an 

all-out  military  assault  to  deliver  the  coup  de  ur&ce  to  Chinese 

resistance  would  have  been  more  consistent  with  the  Initial  political  and 

strategic  goals.  War  destruction  was  mounting  In  China,  Inflation  sapped 

the  country's  economy,  most  foreign  aid  was  cut  off ,  and  corruption  and 

bureaucracy  undermined  Chiang  Kai-shek's  government.  On  the  other  hand, 

the  Japanese  occupied  a  large  section  of  Chinese  territory,  including  the 

great  rivers,  the  major  cities,  and  much  of  the  coast.  Japanese  troop 

strength  Increased  to  twenty-four  divisions  by  the  end  of  1938,  and  all 

Japanese  forces  were  more  seasoned  and  experienced .  Nevertheless, 

Imperial  General  Headquarters  seemed  to  be  obsessed  with  setbacks  in 

operations  and,  therefore,  it  adopted  a  new  policy  of  aenchl  hokuU  -- 
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trying  to  supply  the  war  with  local  Chinese  sources.  That  was  a 
cautious  Japanese  strategy  of  living  off  the  occupied  territories  while 
consolidating  gains  and  waiting  for  what  many  Japanese  military  analysts 
believed  would  be  the  inevitable  collapse  of  Chiang  Kai-shek' s 
government.  The  Japanese  failed  miserably  at  the  strategic  and 
operational  levels  to  prevent  the  war  in  China  from  becoming  protracted , 
and  by  1940  the  Japanese  Army  had  twenty-seven  divisions  committed  in 
China,  yet  that  was  the  smallest  percentage  of  the  growing  Imperial 


Japanese  Army  even  to  fight  since  July  1937. 
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IV.  Tactical  Effectiveness 

The  quickening  pace  of  technological  developments  after  the 
Washington  Conference  enabled  Japanese  naval  tactics  to  keep  abreast  of 
the  demands  of  operational  doctrine  and  strategic  objectives.  The 
tactical  system  reflected  the  Innovative  spirit  of  the  Navy  —  heavy 
armor  and  high  speed  were  important  in  the  interwar  period  when  the 
Japanese  Navy  studied  carefully  the  lessons  of  Jutland.  While  the  Navy 
was  innovative  in  developing  underwater ,  surface ,  and  air  tactics ,  the 
battleship  remained  the  chief  focus  of  tactical  concern. 

Naval  operational  doctrine  incorporated  the  offensive  capacity  of 
new  aircraft  carriers ,  partJcuJarJy  after  the  Naval  Air  Corps  developed 
more  effective  tactics.  In  1930,  by  which  time  the  Japanese  had  gained  a 
great  deal  of  experience  with  their  new  large  carriers,  the  Akaol  and 
Kaaa,  Navy  aviators  started  to  develop  a  new  method  of  attack  --  dive 
bombing.  Training  standards  were  high.  Achieving  a  much  greater  degree 
of  accuracy  than  experienced  with  high-level  bombing ,  Japanese  naval 
pilots  held  that  sighting  was  easier  in  dive  bombing  because  the  angle  of 
dive  of  the  attacking  aircraft  was  more  directly  in  line  with  the 
target.  Moreover ,  its  bomb  wao  released  much  closer  to  the  target  than 
during  a  high-level  attack ,  The  development  of  a  sight  for  accurate  dive 
bombing  and  much  training  during  the  decade  before  the  suimer  of  1941 
greatly  Increased  the  tactical  effectiveness  of  Japanese  naval 
aircraft.71 
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Nevertheless,  the  results  from  early  tests  of  aerial  bombing 
attacks  on  capital  ships  were  disappointing .  The  Japanese  were  attempt¬ 
ing  to  discover  a  means  for  counteracting  the  superior  battleship 
strength  of  the  United  States.  In  August  1930  the  old  cruiser  Akashl  was 
used  as  a  target  for  bomb  attack  by  planes .  But  the  Akashl  remained 
afloat  In  spite  of  several  direct  hits,  and  she  was  finally  sunk  by 
torpedoes  from  a  destroyer .  A  Japanese  veteran,  a  graduate  from  the 
Japanese  Naval  War  College  In  1934 ,  wrote  that  "t his  experience  led  to 

Increased  naval  emphasis  on  the  importance  of  torpedoes  and  Included 
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experiments  In  launching  them  from  airplanes." 

Other  air  combat  training  In  the  lnterwar  period  was  also  realistic 
and  suggested  a  high  level  of  effectiveness.  The  Japanese  conducted 
extensive  experiments  as  they  refined  aerial  torpedo  techniques  after 
1933 .  Torpedo  designs  were  steadily  Improved,  and  low-flying ,  shallow- 
water  exercises  were  so  successful  in  1940  and  t As  first  part  of  1941 
that  aerial  torpedo  runs  became  a  hallmark  of  Japanese  tactical  effective¬ 
ness.  Also,  through  the  development  of  nr  armor  piercing  bombs  and 

extensive  pilot  training,  the  tactical  effectiveness  of  naval  high-level 
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bombing  Improved  dramatically  by  the  summer  of  1941.  Thus,  tactical 
developments  were  essential  before  the  Japanese  could  undertake  a 
surprise  carrier-borne  strategic  strike  against  the  American  battle  fleet. 

Japanese  tactical  effectiveness  was  also  greatly  enhanced  by  the 
development  of  a  giant  oxygen-propelled  torpedo  twenty-four  inches  in 
diameter ,  almost  thirty  feet  long,  and  6,000  pounds  in  weight.  These 
Model  93  (so-called  Long  Lance)  torpedoes  were  vastly  superior  to  foreign 
torpedoes.  While  they  were  only  slightly  faster  than  their  American  and 
British  counterparts  (top  speed  was  forty-nine  knots),  their  maximum 
range  (about  twenty-one  miles)  was  at  least  four  times  greater.  And 


their  powder  charge  was  at  least  sixty  percent  greater  than  those  charges 

In  the  most  advanced  British  arid  American  torpedoes.  Moreover,  these 

Japanese  torpedoes  left  almost  no  wake  during  a  run  toward  the  target. 

First  tested  In  1933,  by  the  beginning  of  2939  most  Japanese  destroyers 

and  cruisers  flight  and  heavy)  were  secretly  equipped  with  Long  Lance 
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torpedoes.  Thus,  the  Long  Lance  torpedo  could  greatly  assist 

Japanese  cruisers  in  carrying  out  operational  doctrine. 

however,  the  same  offensive  battle  fleet  orientation  already 
observed  In  naval  operational  doctrine  was  also  Inherent  In  tactical 
doctrine.  For  Japanese  torpedo  tacticians  were  not  fully  successful  In 
convincing  high-ranking  naval  planners  of  the  worth  and  necessity  of 
funding  extensive  torpedo  projects  until  they  set  up  dramatic 
demonstrations .  The  two  old  19,000-ton  battleships  Ak)  and  Satsuma,  with 
nine-inch  armor  over  vital  areas,  were  used  as  targets .  Only  three 
torpedoes  were  required  to  sink  each  battleship.  Thus,  heavy  funding  of 
torpedo  projects  was  approved  In  the  early  1930s  because 
traditional-minded  Japanese  admirals  were  impressed  by  the  effectiveness 
of  new  torpedoes  against,  ships  of  the  line.  Thereafter,  torpedo 
development  was  to  become  one  of  the  most  outstanding  technical 
achievements  of  the  Japanese  Navy  In  the  lnterwar  years. 

At  the  same  time  a  new  doctrine  for  firing  torpedoes  was  developed 
and  accepted  in  the  Japanese  Navy.  Torpedo  markmanshlp  Increased 
enormously  at  the  normal  firing  range  of  a  Jit  tie  over  a  mile  from  the 
target.  And  with  the  development  of  Long  Lance  torpedoes,  tactical 
effectiveness  steadi Jy  Improved  during  naval  training  numeuvers.  Great 
care  was  caAen  to  recover  practice  torpedoes  lest  they  fall  Into  alien 
hands  and  the  secret  of  the  Long  Lance  be  discovered.  For  example, 
training  exercises  were  postponed  if  bad  weather  --  rough  seas  or  Fog  -- 
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created  too  high  of  a  risk  of  losing  an  errant  torpedo.  As  a  result  of 
such  care,  the  effective  development  of  the  Long  Lance  torpedo  was  one  of 
the  best  kept  secrets  In  the  lnterwar  period. 

Ironically ,  Japanese  magazine  articles  describing  the  Navy's  new 

torpedoes  were  translated  by  American  embassy  personnel  and  forwarded 

routinely  to  the  Office  of  Naval  intelligence  (ONI) .  One  such  report 

dated  24  February  1934  boasted  that  * our  latest  torpedoes  run  with 

pratlcally  no  track,"  and  they  are,  therefore,  the  Japanese  author 

concluded,  " very  difficult  to  see."  These  were  probably  the  prototype  of 

the  slightly  smaller  Model  91,  2>ut  they  we.ro  also  oxygen-propelled  like 

the  giant  Long  Lance  Model  93.  Nevertheless,  an  ONI  officer  underlined 
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the  passage  and  marked  it  with  a  question  mark  and  an  X. 

In  fleet  training  exercises  in  the  late  1930s  the  Japanese 
developed  new  battle  tactics  based  on  the  remarkable  performance  of  Model 
93  torpedoes.  Destroyers  and  cruisers  could  launch  Long  lance  torpedoes 
at  great  distances ,  well  outside  the  range  of  enemy  torpedoes.  Moreover, 
in  night  fighting  such  torpedo  tactics  would  be  used  in  lieu  of  opening 
an  engagement  with  gunfire.  Thus  the  Japanese  would  avoid  the  risk  of 
revealing  their  own  position  with  the  flash  from  firing  the  first  and 
probably  Inaccurate  salvo.  Torpedo  strikes  would  highlight  enemy  targets 
and  quickly  enable  Japanese  battleships  to  fire  extremely  accurate 
initiai  salvos.  Though  the  Japanese  lacked  radar  in  the  lnterwar  period, 
these  tactics  taking  advantage  of  newly  developed  torpedoes  made  the 
Japanese  night-battle  doctrine  very  effective. 

but  Japanese  battle  <'  ctrlne,  as  .  been  demonstrated  earlier, 
placed  primary  emphasis  on  the  battleship  and  its  big  guns.  Other  ships 
and  weapon  systems  were  only  accessories.  The  designers  of  the 
Yamato-class  battleship  in  the  mld-1930s  argued  effectiveiy  that  its 


eighteen-inch  guns,  tested  successfully  In  1911,  permitted  the  use  of 

larger  and  much  more  powerful  projectiles  than  those  used  In  slxteen-lnch 

cannons  on  foreign  battleships.  Four  of  the  Yamato-class  battleships 
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were  laid  down  before  1941.  .with  very  heavy  artillery  and  armor ,  a 

displacement  of  some  65,000  tons ,  cop  speed  of  thirty  knots,  and  a  range 

of  8,000  miles ,  the  Yamato  leviathans  were  designed  for  the  set  piece, 

decisive  battle,  Their  speed  would  allow  them  to  seek  or  avoid  battle  at 
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will  and  their  armor  and  armament  would  make  them  nearly  invincible. 

Offensive  submarine  tactics  became  highly  advanced  in  the  lnterwar 

period.  Submarine  commanding  officers  trained  for  the  ideal  attack,  and 

they  always  sought  to  take  advantage  of  the  element  of  surprise.  They 

liked  to  maneuver  Co  have  the  target  silhouetted  against  the  sky. 

Remaining  on  the  surface  as  long  as  possible,  they  preferred  to  approach 

the  target  from  out  of  the  darkness,  using  a  slow  speed  to  avoid  leaving 

a  wake  so  plainly  visible  to  any  patrol  aircraft.  After  submerging ,  the 

destroyer  screen  around  the  capital  ship  target  would  be  penetrated  very 

quietly  aC  three  knots,  the  periscope  would  be  raised  as  Infrequently  as 

possible,  and  during  the  final  approach  navigation  was  almost  entirely  by 

sound  equipment.  A  spread  of  at  least  three  and  up  to  six  torpedoes, 

depending  on  the  class  of  submarine,  would  be  fired  at  a  major 
7B 

target.  On  the  other  hand ,  Japanese  submarine  officers  were  trained 
for  evasive  action  to  avoid  deadly  depth  charge  attacks.  Crash  dives 
could  be  made  In  less  than  a  minute,  for  Instance.  Nevertheless ,  they 
were  obsessed  with  offensive  tactics  against  enemy  capital  ships  In 
lnterwar  maneuvers,  and,  in  practice,  evasive  tactics  received  less 
attention 

Midget  submarines  were  firsC  Introduced  in  the  Japanese  Navy  In  the 
early  1930s  --  they  were  a  purely  offensive  tactical  arm.  Carried  to  the 
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harbor  entrance  by  a  mother  submarine  or  surface  ship ,  the  midget 

submarines  would  be  launched  to  penetrate  the  enemy's  anchorage  and  to 
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fire  torpedoes  at  the  enemy  battle  fleet  from  short  range .  As  a 

tactical  arm  of  the  Imperial  Japanese  Navy  they  were  not  very  effective. 

Japanese  fleet  maneuvers  in  May-June  1930  demonstrated  a  high  level 

of  tactical  effectiveness .  Part  of  the  maneuvers  took  place  around  the 

mandated  Islemds  and,  therefore,  they  suggested  considerable  concern 

about  tactical  problems  that  were  related  directly  to  strategic 

objectives  and  operational  capabilities .  Moreover,  realistic  training 

exercises  were  designed  to  learn  more  about  the  qualities  of  Japanese 

sailors  and  the  capacity  of  equipment  under  harsh  conditions.  Data  on 

the  morale  and  job  effectiveness  of  the  crew  living  in  confined  spaces 

aboard  cruisers  and  destroyers  were  obtained  during  endurance  tests  at 

sea.  Furthermore,  because  these  particular  maneuvers  invoived  a 

prolonged  period  In  the  tropics ,  special  tests  were  conducted  to 
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determine  the  safety  of  high  explosives  on  board  ship. 

Traditional  Army-Navy  rivalry  sometimes  Jeopardized  military 

effectiveness  at  both  the  operational  and  tactical  levels.  In  late 

January  1932 ,  for  example,  the  Navy  wanted  to  seize  the  initiative  in 

Shanghai ,  even  against  numerically  superior  Chinese  forces,  because  the 

Kwantung  Army  had  recently  demonstrated  Its  prowess  In  Manchuria.  * The 

Wavy,"  a  Japanese  scholar  wrote,  ‘ was  eager  for  action  to  gain  for  Itself 
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a  reputation  equal  to  that  of  the  Kwantung  Army."  Two  thousand 
Japanese  marines,  equipped  with  field  guns  and  armored  cars,  clashed  with 
Chinese  forces  some  30,000  strong.  Aircraft  from  the  seaplane  tender 
Notoro  (14,000  tons )  began  bombing  Chinese  positions  and  air 
reinforcements  soon  arrived  from  Japan.  In  spite  of  air  support,  the 

marines  needed  Army  reinforcements  In  a  confrontation  that  was  becoming 
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more  extended  than  originally  anticipated ,  and  the  war  minister  agreed  to 

the  Navy's  request  for  Army  assistance ,  But  friction  soon  developed ,  for 

the  Navy  then  specified  that  it  wanted  a  mixed  brigade  under  the  coimand 

of  a  naval  officer  to  be  dispatched  to  Shanghai,  The  Army  insisted  that 

the  size  of  land  reinforcements  was  beyond  the  Navy's  competence  and 

jurisdiction  —  the  Army  general  staff  was  willing  to  send  nothing  leas 

than  one  Army  division.  Thus ,  the  Navy  had  no  choice  but  to  back  down, 

and  the  Ninth  Division  from  Kanazawa  arrived  in  Shanghai  two  weeks 

later.  As  a  result  of  service  rivalry  the  tactical  effectiveness  of  the 

marines  was  reduced  considerably  and  the  operational  effectiveness  of  all 

Japanese  forces  in  Shanghai  suffered ,  The  League  of  Nations  imposed  the 

armistice  signed  in  May,  although  two  additional  Japanese  Army  divisions 

were  dispatched  to  Shanghai  beforehand .  It  has  been  observed ,  however, 

that  * the  Japanese  Army  was  not  satlsified.  And  as  soon  as  another 

opportunity  presented  Itself,  in  1937,  it  would  pour  in  a  much  larger 
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contingent  of  forces  to  recapture  Shanghai . " 

At  the  tactical  level  Japanese  armed  forces  had  several  occasions 
early  in  the  Slno-Japanese  War  to  integrate  combat  arms,  to  marshal  all 
available  forces,  and  to  exploit  opportunities .  The  case  of  a  Japanese 
marine  garrison  (2,500  strong )  Isolated  in  Shanghai  in  August  1937  is  a 
good  example.  The  Chinese  were  committing  large  numbers  of  troops 
(neatly  fifty  times  the  size  of  the  Japanese  garrison)  and  much  air  power 
to  the  Shanghai  area.  They  hoped  to  capture  Japanese  bases  and  depots 
around  Shanghai  and  to  thwart  the  landing  of  reinforcements.  The 
Japanese  had  to  respond  decisively  and  swiftly  to  avoid  a  severe 
setback.  Local  airfields  could  not  be  used,  but  within  a  few  days  the 
Japanese  gained  control  of  the  air.  The  first  " transoceanic"  bombing 
raids  were  undertaken  by  the  Type  96  attack  bombers  (Nells).  With  a 
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range  of  more  than  1,200  miles,  Nells  from  a  base  near  Talhoku  ( Taipei ) 

and  from  Ohmura  Base  on  Kyushu  attacked  Chinese  positions  around 

Shanghai.  Observation  seaplanes  were  launched  from  a  coastal  defense 

ship  and  from  a  seaplane  tender.  The  day  after  the  Initial  long-distance 

bomber  raids  by  land-based  Naval  Air  Corps  planes ,  carrier  planes  joined 

the  battle.  Naval  gunfire  provided  cover  for  the  landing  of  Japanese 

reinforcements.  Aircraft  and  naval  gunfire  coordinated  their  action  to 

enable  marines  and  Army  infantry  to  hold  their  positions  In  the  streets . 

The  war  escalated  rapidly,  Indeed,  from  the  end  of  July  to  the  middle  of 
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August  a  local  conflict  developed  into  a  full-scale  war.  Within  a 
month,  thereafter ,  a  hundred  thousand  Japanese  ground  forces  arrived  In 
China,  along  with  some  three  hundred  artillery  pieces,  three  hundred 
tanks,  and  two  hundred  aircraft.  Old  airfields  were  repaired,  and  new 
ones  were  constructed.  The  Chinese  Air  Force  was  so  badly  mauled  In  the 
opening  rounds  of  the  Slno-Japanese  War  that  by  the  end  of  September  it 
ceased  activities  In  daytime  and  was  restricted  to  little  more  than  night 
harassment  of  Japanese  positions . 

The  reality  of  combat  was  sometimes  different  from  what  training 
exercises  had  anticipated,  and  on  at  least  one  occasion  at  the  outset  of 
the  war  In  China  the  Naval  Air  Corps  responded  very  effectively.  Heavy 
losses  were  suffered  when  Type  89  attack  bombers  from  the  Kaaa  were 
launched  to  attack  a  Chinese  city.  Dad  weather  prevented  a  rendezvous 
with  their  expected  fighter  escort  from  another  base,  and  when  near  their 
target  the  bombers  were  attached  by  Chinese  fighter  planes  with 
devastating  results.  Blcven  In  the  formation  of  twelve  bombers  were  shot 
down.  The  Japanese  Navy  reacted  quickly.  The  Kaoa  soon  sailed  from  the 
combat  zone  to  Sasebo  where  she  received  a  full  complement  of  the  new 
Type  96  fighters.  The  carrier  returned  to  the  China  coast  within  a  few 
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weehs  to  Imp  lament  a  new  tactical  system  —  the  rendezvous  method  of 
providing  fighter  escort  was  too  risky,  thus  fighters  always  escorted 
bombers  to,  over,  and  from  their  targets,  The  new  tactical  system  was 
also  applied  later  in  the  war  when  Chines »  targets  were  moved  to  rear 
areas  beyond  the  effective  range  of  many  Japanese  fighters .  Though  t he 
Japanese  Army  captured  some  Chinese  airfields,  the  Chinese  continued  to 
control  many  of  the  supply  routes  over  which  the  Japanese  could  otherwise 
have  transported  aviation  fuel.  The  Navy  used  the  Type  95  land-based 
attack  bombers  as  an  emergency  transport  plane,  flying  fuel  and  spare 
parts  to  the  outpost  airfields,  Refueling  operations  could  thus  take 
place  for  those  fighters  with  insufficient  range  to  fly  nonstop 
missions,  In  sum,  lessons  that  the  Naval  Air  Corps  learned  from  prewar 
training  were  quickly  modified  in  light  of  the  compelling  power  of  combat 
circumstances. 

The  Naval  Air  Corps  bore  the  brunt  of  air  assignments  in  China  and 
in  the  process  of  carrying  out  various  missions  a  great  deal  was  learned 
by  the  pioneer  aviators ,  The  air  battles  in  China  vindicated  the  Navy's 
strictest  training  for  pilots  and  air  crews ,  whereas  Army  training 
standards  were  not  as  high  and,  therefore,  their  combat  efficiency  was 
impeded,  Furthermore ,  it  was  learned  that  air  groups  and  combat  planes 
trained  at  sea  for  sea  duty  could  be  very  effective  without  special  train¬ 
ing  in  air  campaigns  over  land,  Conversely ,  it  was  learned  that  Army 
pilots  trained  specifically  for  air  operations  ove ,<  land  had  great 
difficuJty  in  operations  over  water,  even  in  merely  flying  from  Japan  to 

China.  The  Army  Air  Corps  nev« r  matched  the  efficiency  of  Naval  Air  Corps, 
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although  hoth  services  had  limited  capabilities  In  night  operations. 

In  addition  to  the  problems  experienced  in  escort  operations  at  the 
onset  of  the  Sino-Japanese  War,  some  rather  subtle  and  far  more  serious 
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flaws  In  the  Naval  Air  corps'  tactical  system  were  uncovered.  Japanese 
naval  aviators,  the  product  of  a  battleship-oriented  Navy,  had  been 
Intensely  trained  in  standard  fleet  exercises  to  attack  capital  ships. 
But  the  realities  of  combat  experience  were  somewhat  different.  Naval 
pilots  started  to  resent  their  target  assignments  --  small  enemy 
positions ,  bridges,  or  rolling  stock.  Dissatisfaction  grew  as  the  war 
dragged  on  and  no  satisfactory  way  was  found  to  disengage,  The  demand 
for  air  support  always  exceeded  the  capacity  of  the  Army  Air  Corps  and, 
therefore,.  Navy  casualties  and  aircraft  Josses  mounted.  One  Japanese 
naval  aviator  who  flew  missions  in  the  Slno-Japanese  War  wrote  more 
recently  that 

Navy  fiiers  were  falling  into  two  groups  --  one  taking 
It  easy  on  Army-assigned  missions ,  and  the  other  making 
the  maximum  efforts  on  each  assignment ,  thereby  often 
paying  a  high  price. 

Those  who  took  it  easy  and  'conserved  strength'  during 

the  China  War  became  victims  of  their  long  accustomed 

habit.  Nhen  the  Pacific  War  broke  out.  those  who  had 

taken  it  easy  had  forgotten  how  to  take  it  hard.  Nhen 

these  men  were  assigned  to  ‘worthy  assignments,’  it  was 

they  themselves  who  often  proved  unworthy.  They  were 

deficient  in  both  diving  and  marksmanship.  Another 

group  did  pretty  well  against  big  moving  targets  on  the 

ocean.  But  the  number  of  such  crack  pilots  shrank 
85 


rapidly. 
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Thus ,  naval  aviator  morale  suffered,  and  tactical  effectiveness  was 
impaired  not  only  during  the  Japanese  war  against  the  Chinese  in  the 
1930s,  but  also  in  the  war  against  ADB  powers  in  the  1940s. 

The  British  military  attachi  in  Japan  ( for  two  tours  of  duty 

totalling  seven  years )  in  the  interwar  period  observed  in  1926  that 

Japanese  Army  officers  " were  slowly  beginning  to  adapt  themselves  to 

modern  war  ...  ;  [that]  their  thoughts  turned  increasingly  Inward,  and 

foreign  adventures  were  neither  expected  nor  sought  for."  fils  second 

assessment,  when  leaving  Japan  in  late  1939,  was  that  the  Japanese  Army 

"i«  stronger  in  man -power ,  morale,  experience  of  war,  and  reserves  of 
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munitions,  than  ever  before  in  its  history ."  The  British  Army 
officer  did  not  make  his  assessments  exclusively  at  the  political, 

strategic,  operational ,  or  tactical  levels  of  military  activity,  but  it 
is  clear  that  he  had  a  very  keen  sense  of  history.  Any  estimate  of  the 

effectiveness  of  Japanese  armed  forces  In  the  lnterwar  period  is  made 

especially  difficult  because  of  the  turbulence  of  peace  mixed  with 
warlike  expectations .  The  Japanese  military  was  a  prisoner  of  its  own 
arrogant  past,  and  it  was  perhaps  Inevitable  that  it  would  err  In  the 
transitional  period  of  Japanese  history  when  the  new  nation-state 
struggled  to  gain  maturity. 
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THE  ITALIAN  ARMED  FORCES, 
1918-1940 
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Intsadus&lsn. 


The  disastrous  performance  of  the  Italian  armed  forces  In  world  War 
II  cannot  be  fully  understood  without  reference  to  the  development  of 
military  Institutions  In  the  interwar  period ,  Five  factors  had  a  major 
Impact  on  Italian  military  efficiency  in  the  years  between  1918  and 
1940 !  the  uneasy  relationship  between  the  political  authorities  and  the 
armed  forces  leadership,  Italy's  limited  resources,  the  lack  of  a  central 
command  organization ,  Italian  engagement  in  continuous  military 
operations  from  the  summer  of  29JS  onward,  and  Mussolini's  personal 
alliance  with  Hitler. 

The  attempt  by  the  Liberal  governments  of  1918-1922  to  Impose 
direct  civilian  control  over  the  armed  forcea  for  the  first  time  in 
Italian  history  helped  promote  the  mllltary-Fasclst  alliance  of  1922.  In 
return  for  standing  aside  during  the  March  on  Rome,  Mussolini  promised 
the  military  leadership  unprecedented  autonomy.  At  the  same  time,  many 


of  the  more  dynamic  members  of  the  military  came  to  view  Fascism  as  the 
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t he  nation' i  potential  aa  a  20th  Century  military  potter,  However ,  the 
poor  allocation  of  available  resources  among  the  servicea  made  matters 
worse,  The  logic  of  Italy's  geographic  position ,  her  choice  of  national 
enemies  and  Mussolini's  Mediterranean  strategy  all  suggested  that  the 
Navy  and  Air  Force  should  receive  preference  in  funding ,  while  the  Army 
should  stress  quality  it.  he  form  of  amphibious ,  mechanized,  and  airborne 
units,  instead ,  the  Army  used  its  political  power  to  ensure  itself  the 
lion's  share  of  resources  until  1936,  These  funds  were  spent  on 
maintaining  a  large  force  of  wretchedly  trained  and  equipped  infantry, 
and  on  the  comforts  of  the  senior  officers 

The  lack  of  a  combined  general  staff  or  a  singlo  armed  forces 
ministry  contributed  to  tlte  worsening  of  the  two  previously  mentioned 
problems.  While  Mussolini  toyed  with  the  idea  of  creating  such 
organizations,  he  ul timately  rejected  the  notion  for  tear  of  their 
potential  as  centers  of  political  opposition.  As  a  result,  he  lacked  a 
mechanism  to  Impose  either  his  strategic  concepts  on  the  armed  forces  or 
to  distribute  resources  among  the  servicea  in  a  rational  manner. 
Instead,  each  of  the  general  staffs  and  ministries  developed  its  own  war 
plans  in  isolation,  which  led  to  bizarre  consequences  during  World  Wax  II, 
Mussolini's  investment  of  Italy's  slender  military  resources  in  the 
invasion  of  Ethiopia,  in  the  extended  pacification  of  that  empire  and  in 
support  of  the  Matlonalists  in  the  Spanish  Civil  War  consumed  two-thirds 
of  all  military  funds  spent  between  193 5  and  1940,  While  such  wars  made 
sense  in  the  context  of  Mussolini's  plans  for  Mediterranean  hegemony, 
they  exhausted  his  armed  forces,  Italy  was  simply  unprepared  for  war  in 
1940 ,  Furthermore ,  the  separate  general  staffs  failed  to  plan  to  t«Jc« 
advantage  of  the  opportunities  created  by  these  conquests.  In 

particular ,  Italian  East  Africa  represented  a  liability  under  these 
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circumstances  rather  than  a  bastion  from  which  to  dominate  the  surround¬ 
ing  area , 

Finally,  Mussolini's  acquiescence  to  German  annexation  of  Austria, 
Czechoslovakia  and,  particularly,  his  Irresponsible  agreement  to  the  Pact 
of  Steel,  allowed  Hitler  to  set  the  timetable  for  World  War  XI,  entirely 
to  Italy's  detriment.  Although  Mussolini  had  warned  Hitler  subsequently 
that  Italy  would  be  unready  for  a  major  war  until  early  1943  ( probably  an 
underestimate) ,  the  German  dictator  initiated  his  attack  on  Poland 
confident  of  Italian  support.  While  Hitler  erred  In  the  short  run,  he 
had  calculated  correctly  that  Mussolini  could  not  resist  the  temptation 
to  Intervene.  Mussolini  had  long  predicted  and  eagerly  awaited  the 
general  European  war  Germany  had  begun,  He  had  seized  control  of  the 
Italian  state  precisely  in  order  to  ready  It  tor  participation  In  such  a 
conflict,  ironically,  the  very  methods  by  which  Mussolini  had  gained 
power  and  prepared  Italy  for  war  soon  produced  ignominious  defeat,1 
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X.  Politic*!  Bff*ctlvn*sa 


Mussol ini 'a  contention  in  March  1940  that  he  had  "never  refused 

2 

anything  for  the  Armed  Forces"  was  no  great  exaggeration ,  Yet  even 
tlte  postwar  Liberal  governments  funded  the  Army  generously  until  the 
sumter  of  1922  and,  at  the  same  time,  provided  the  Navy  with  minimally 
adequate  budgets.  However,  the  Facta  government's  drastic  reduction  of 
the  Army's  budget  for  1922-1923  helped  persuade  the  generals  to  accept 
the  March  on  Rome.  AC  the  same  time,  while  the  Washington  Naval 
Agreement  of  February  1922  had  already  saved  the  Reala  Marina  from  a 
hopeless  capi tal  ship  construction  race  with  the  French  Navy,  the 
admirals  supported  Mussolini's  seizure  of  power  in  the  belief  that  he 
would  support  the  construction  of  a  Navy  to  dominate  the  Mediterranean.* 

Nonetheless,  between  1922  and  1926 ,  the  two  services  accepted  very 
low  appropriations  in  the  expectation  of  future  generosity .  The  Air 
Force,  founded  in  January  1923,  also  had  ambitions  far  in  excess  of  what 
its  first  three  budgets  allowed.  In  general ,  Mussolini  did  his  best  to 
fulfill  all  these  hopes.  In  1922-1923  military  expenditures  consumed 
22.4 X  of  state  expenditure.  This  rose  to  39.6*  by  1939-1940 Italy's 
war  debt  agreement  with  Britain  in  January  1926  greatly  expanded  the 

5 

state's  access  to  foreign  capital .‘  From  1926,  therefore,  the  Fascist 
regime  was  able  to  devote  ever-increasing  sums  to  military  expenditures . 
in  the  period  1926-1940 ,  Italian  military  spending  reached  79.5 X  of  that 
of  Britain  and  97k  of  that:  of  France.  More  spectacularly,  in  the  years 
1935-1939,  when  Italy's  aggressive  intentions  toward  the  West  had  become 
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quit*  clear,  Italian  military  budgets  reached  89. 5X  of  Britain's  and 
actually  surpassed  those  of  France  by  22. 8X.  These  figures  are 
particularly  startling  when  one  compares  the  Italian  national  Income  for 
1940  of  $5,3  billion  with  that  of  Britain  ($21.9  billion )  and  of  France 
($12. 5  Billion) . 6 

Nonetheless ,  forze  armate  had  grounds  for  complaint.  Of  the 

116  billion  lire  provided  to  the  armed  forces  from  1935  to  1940 ,  some  77 
billion  were  consumed  by  the  costa  of  the  Ethiopian  War,  Italian 
intervention  in  Spain ,  the  occupation  of  Albania ,  and  tl>e  pacification 
campaigns  In  Italian  Bast  Africa.  This  left  relatively  little  for 
modernization  programs,  at  a  time  when  Britain  and  France  had  begun  to 

7 

re-arm.  Furthermore ,  Italy's  dependence  on  expensive  imports  of  raw 
materials  and  fuel  increased  the  costs  of  military  equipment  and  training 
compared  to  those  of  her  better  endowed  European  rivals.  Finally,  there 
is  the  question,  raised  then  and  since,  whether  all  these  billions  were 
actually  spent  on  military  equipment  and  preparations.  corruption 
riddled  every  department,  of  the  Fascist  regime,  including  the  military 
ministries 

Despite  appearances  on  paper,  the  Navy  fared  the  best  of  the 
Individual  services  in  the  interwar  period,  the  Army  the  worst.  From  an 
average  share  of  the  military  budget  in  1924-1926  of  61, 9X  for  the  Army, 
2 5.7X  for  the  Navy  and  12.4X  for  the  Air  Force,  the  Army  descended  to  a 
5 1.1X  share,  the  Navy  to  a  21.1 X  share,  while  the  Air  Force  soared  to  a 
27,8 X  share  by  1938-1940.  However,  these  figures  require  tome  interpreta¬ 
tion.  Since  the  military  budgets  of  1924-1926  totalled  8.13  billion 
lire,  and  rose  to  43  billion  in  1938-1940,  each  service  enjoyed  a 
si>ectacular  Increase  in  funding  by  the  end  of  the  Thirties.  The  Army  and 
Air  Fores,  however,  were  forced  to  divert  a  large  share  of  tbeir 
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resources  to  the  wars  in  Fast  Africa  and  Spain  in  1935-2940.  The  smaller 
commitment  of  the  Bed  a  Marina  to  those  conflicts  allowed  it  to  devote  a 
greater  proportion  of  its  funds  to  training,  modernization,  and  increas¬ 
ing  fuel  reserves  during  the  years  1935-1940.  As  a  result,  the  Navy  was 

0 

better  prepared  than  the  Army  and  Air  Force  for  war  in  June  1940. 

But  much  of  the  Navy's  potential  was  left  unrealized  due  to 

interservice  rivalry,  particularly  with  the  Air  Force,  The  decree  of 
March  1923  establishing  the  Bed  a  Aeronautics  gave  it  complete  control 
over  aviation,  The  Naval  Decree  of  February  193 7  implicitly  reaffirmed 
this  monopoly,  since  it  made  no  mention  of  a  naval  air  service.  Jealous 
of  its  new  independence,  strongly  influenced  by  Douhetism,  chronically 
short  of  funds  after  1935  and  fearful  of  the  loss  of  squadrons  to  the 
Beela  Marina ,  the  Air  Force  leadership  refused  to  cooperate  in  the 

establishment  of  torpedo  bomber  units  and  defeated  Navy  attempts  to  build 
aircraft  carriers .  This  rivalry  gravely  diminished  the  military 
advantages  conferred  by  Italy's  position  in  the  Mediterranean  and 
prevented  the  application  of  the  aeronaval  lessons  of  the  1935-1936 
Mediterranean  Crisis  and  the  Spanish  Civil  War.  Furthermore,  the  quarrel 
lessened  any  chances  for  successful  amphibious  warfare. 

Similar  Army-Navy  feuding  prevented  the  creation  of  adequate  forces 
for  major  landing  operations .  For  years,  the  armed  forces'  leadership 

had  recognized  the  threats  posed  by  military  bases  on  Malta  and  Corsica. 

On  the  eve  of  World  War  Two,  however,  the  forze  armate  remained  Incapable 
of  seizing  those  islands.  In  fact,  amphibious  operation: s  during  the 
invasion  of  Albania  in  April  1939  revealed  an  actual  decline  in 
efficiency  since  the  landing  on  Corfu  in  September  1923. 10 

BlvaJrlea  among  the  services  also  inhibited  the  development  of 
adequate  antiaircraft  defenses  and  airborne  forces.  These  deficiencies 
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would  bo  felt  moat  sorely  of tar  June  1940. 11 

A  mot  a  serious  weakness  of  the  Italian  armed  forces  arose  from  the 
high  price ,  low  quality,  and  insufficient  quantity  of  the  arms,  equipment 
and  supplies  available  to  them,  because  of  Italy's  industrial -technolog¬ 
ical  deficiencies .  Italy  possessed  only  miniscule  deposits  of  vital  raw 
materials,  in  1936,  Italy  produced  barely  over  1  million  metric  tons  of 
hard  coal,  and  imported  another  12.1  million  tons,  whereas  Prance 
produced  47.6  million  and  Germany  166.2  million  tons.13  That  same 
year,  Italy  produced  2.3  million  tons  of  steel  while  France  produced  6.1 
million,  British  10.6  miJJion,  and  Germany  22.7  million  tons.23  with 
virtually  no  domestic  petroleum  production ,  Italian  Imports  reached  an 
expensive  2  million  tons  in  1939,  The  Italians  compensated  to  an  extent 
by  the  output  of  IS. 54  million  kilowatt  hours  of  electrical  energy  that 
year.  In  contrast ,  however,  France  produced  22.10  million,  Britain  35.81 
and  Germany  Cl. 36  million.  Some  further  gauge  of  Italy's  industrial 
weakness  comes  from  a  comparison  of  its  1939  mcor  vehicle  production  of 
69,000  with  France's  227,000  and  Britain's  402, 000. 14 

But  a  greater  problem  sprang  from  the  Italian  education  system, 
which  failed  to  provide  the  skilled  workers,  engineers,  and  scientists 
needed  to  expand  the  arms  industry.  of  the  551,000  secondary  school 
students  in  19.19-2940,  only  29%  received  any  serious  scientific  or 
technical  training.  In  1919-1920,  just  17,690  of  Italy's  53,670 
University  students  majored  in  engineering .  science  or  mathematics,  By 
1919-1940  the  /.Jgfur#  had  dropped  precipitously  to  11,646  out  of  85,535 
students.  This  is  not  surprising  when  70%  of  Italian  engineers  remained 
unemployed  in  1920  and  nearly  50%  in  1935. 13 

Italy  had  developed  a  large  armaments  industry  during  World  War 
One,  thanks  to  generous  Allied  loans  and  supplies  of  iron  ore  and  coal. 
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The  Liberal  governments  of  1918-1922  recognized  the  valuable  asset  such 

plants  represented  to  their  Impoverished  nation .  They  also  realized  how 

difficult  it  would  be  to  recreate  such  expensive  facilities  if  they  were 

dismantled ,  particularly  if  Italy's  previous  benefactors  were  to  become 

her  enemies.  When  Allied  aslstmice  ended  after  world  War  One ,  the 

government  made  strenuous  efforts  to  maintain  these  arms  factories  by 

bartering  weapons  for  ore ,  coal  and  oil  from  the  Balkans ,  Middle  Past , 

and  Caucasus.  These  attempts  failed.  Despite  the  best  efforts  of  the 

Fascist  regime ,  the  fiagjffl.  feg  end  the  Regia  Aeronautics  failed  to 

develop  new  arms  markets  after  1922 ,  the  Army's  weapons  Industry 

shriveled  and  the  air  Industry  failed  to  grow  to  a  size  sufficient  to 

1 5 

meet  the  Air  Force's  needs. 

These  pxoblemn  grew  critical  after  2935,  when  Italian  conquest  of 

Ethiopia,  followed  by  massive  aid  to  Franco’s  forces ,  drained  Army  and 

Air  Force  magazines,  .it  the  name  time,  a  surge  in  foreign  arms  orders , 

due  to  rising  international  tensions ,  seriously  reduced  the  flow  of  new 

arms  to  the  Italian  military.  Such  orders ,  however ,  supplied  critical 

foreign  exchange  for  the  import  of  essential  raw  materials  and  fuel. 

Since  the  Regia  Marina  had  begun  a  major  building  program  In  1931,  which 

expanded  even  further  in  1935,  the  demands  on  Italian  arms  And  ammunition 

plants  grew  very  heavy.  Even  working  overtime,  under  «  regime  that 

forbade  labor  disputes,  Italy's  armaments  workers  (671,000  by  late  1938) 

17 

could  not  increase  production  enough  to  meet  all  these  demands.  At 
the  same  time,  the  Italian  school  system  was  falling  to  produce  graduates 
who  could  be  easily  trained  to  reinforce  this  work  fotce. 

In  1935,  Mussolini  had  Increased  the  powers  of  tho  General 
Coimls sari  ate  for  War  Production  ( COGSFAG )  to  allocate  rationally  Italy's 
mi  Jitary -Indus trial  resources.  but  the  Industrial  leadership 
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successfully  resisted  COGEFAG  plans  to  centralize  the  distribution  of 

resources  and  arms  contracts.  Furthermore ,  the  Navy  defeated  COGEFAG 

attempts  to  supervise  ship  building  activities,  although  it  was  the 

largest  consumer  of  raw  materials  for  armaments.  In  consequence,  the 

Real  a  Marina  dominated  the  armed  services  in  gaining  access  to  industry 

and  technology.  The  quality  of  Army  and  Air  Force  weapons  design 

suffered  considerably  from  the  Navy's  disproportionate  share  of  designers 
IB 

and  technicians , 

The  services,  however,  had  no  lack  of  untrained  military  age 
manpower  in  the  interwar  years.  Despite  709,000  dead  in  World  War  I,  the 
armed  forces  could  draw  on  a  population  of  6.9  million  men  between  the 
ages  19  and  38  in  1940.  This  compares  with  6  million  for  France  and  7,7 
million  for  the  United  Kingdom.  With  one  exception,  the  Italians 
outnumbered  each  of  their  other  potential  or  actual  opponents  from  1919 
to  1940.  Italy,  whose  population  reached  42.9  million  by  1936,  would 
have  faced  serious  manpower  problems  in  a  single-handed  war  against 
Germany.  Through  natural  Increase  and  annexation,  the  population  under 
German  control  rose  from  6 3.2  million  in  192 5  to  some  90  million  at  the 
tlm  of  the  German -Italian  Alliance  of  May  2939.  However,  France  and 
even  the  United  Kingdom,  with  1936  populations  of  41,2  million  and  47 

million  respectively,  would  probably  have  aided  Italy  in  a  conflict  with 

„  29 

Germany . 

but  Italy's  relative  poverty  meant  low  levels  of  nutrition ,  health, 

20 

occupational  skills,  and  education  in  her  military  age  manpower  pool. 

Mussolini's  "Battle  for  Wheat,"  with  its  inefficient  transformation  of 

pasturage  into  grain  producing  areas,  caused  annual  meat  output  to  drop 

21 

from  800,000  to  634,000  metric  tons  between  1929  and  1934  alone.  By 
February  1939,  Mussolini  could  boast  that  "the  problem  of  meat  is  not 
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worrisome  because  20  million  Italians  have  the  wise  habit  not  to  eat  it 

22 

and  do  very  well .  *  yet  three  day  a  later,  the  Duce  lamented  that  Amy 

medical  boards  were  rejecting  twenty  tive  percent  of  Italian  young  men  as 

physically  unfit  for  military  service.  Furthermore,  halt  the  conscripts 

33 

reporting  tor  duty  measured  loss  than  five  feet  five  inches  tall. 

The  Fascist  regime  did  improve  national  health,  especially  by  reducing 

malaria,  which  had  reached  283,000  cases  in  1924.  But  intestinal  and 

respiratory  diseases  continued  to  ravage  the  rural  population,  which 

24 

formed  the  majority  of  the  work  force.  Furthermore,  school 

attendance  by  6-14  year-olds,  which  stood  at  B7.6X  in  1921-1922,  rose  to 

only  70.  IX  by  1938-1939.  In  1931,  6.7  million  Italians  over  the  age  of 

IB  were  illiterate,  including  407,000  men  between  the  ages  of  20-29,  By 

1939,  Italians  had  access  to  only  391,000  motor  Vehicles,  compared  to  2.4 
35 

million  in  Franco. 

In  consequence,  from  1938  onward  an  it  struggled  to  mechanize,  the 
Army  suffered  from  severe  shortages  of  dr Ivors,  mechanics,  radio 
operators  and  specialists  of  all  kinds,  keilo  Esercito  reports  stressed 
the  difficulty  of  training  its  physically  stunted.  111 -educated  and  often 
Illiterate  recruits.  Similar  problems ,  though  on  a  higher  level, 
afflicted  the  Junior  officer  and  noncommissioned  officer  corps.  With 
their  proportionately  greater  need  of  skilled  or  easily  trained  manpower, 
the  Navy  and  Air  Force  competed  fiercely  with  the  Army  for  access  to 
skilled  personnel.  While  relatively  successful,  the  two  smaller  services 
still  fen  short  of  their  requirements.  For  the  Air  Force  especially , 
the  dearth  of  technicians  and  mechanics  limited  its  efficiency  and  Its 
possibill ties  of  expansion . 27 

In  fact,  Italy's  economic  inferiority  to  the  other  European  powers 
precluded  any  of  its  armed  forces  from  gaining  first  class  status  without 
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severely  retarding  the  development  of  the  other  two  services .  For  this 

reason,  Douhat  advocated  the  concentration  of  Italian  military  resources 

on  a  large  strategic  bomber  force .  The  general  argued  that  Italy  could 

destroy  swiftly  a  major  opponent's  will  to  resist  by  apocalyptic  gas  and 

.Incendiary  raids  against  enemy  cities.  With  such  a  weapon  as  a  deterrent 

or  strike  force ,  Italy  could  reduce  Its  Army  and  Navy  to  frontier  and 

coast  guards  fas  it  xouid  have  to,  in  order  to  afford  hundreds  of 

long-range  bombers ),  The  alternative  could  be  only  a  variation  of  the 

First.  World  War  experience:  a  war  of  attrition  with  each  of  Italy's 

28 

three  armed  services  inferior  to  its  adversary' a . 

While  attractive  to  many  in  the  Fascist  hierarchy,  oouhet’s  concept 

was  unfeasible  politically .  So  long  as  the  Redo  Sserclto  held  the 

balance  of  power  in  the  state,  as  die  March  on  Rome  demonstrated  that  it 

did,  Mussolini  could  not  deprive  it  of  its  primacy  in  military  funding* 

Nor  did  Mussolini  ever  enjoy  the  power  to  break  the  firm  alliance  between 

the  Navy  and  Italy's  largest  industrial  firms.  Orders  for  even  thousands 

of  aluminum  fuselages  ann  aircraft  engines  could  not  balance  the  fat 

profits  for  corpi rations  producing  steel  hulls,  turbines,  armor  plate, 

and  naval  cannon.  When  Mussolini  boasted  of  an  Air  Force  that  would  blot 

out  the  sun  with  it  wings,  he  ignored  the  reality  of  the  resources  that 

he  actually  commanded.  While  equally  hyperbolic,  Mussolini's  threats  of 

an  Army  of  eight  million  bayonets  and  a  Navy  to  reduce  the  Mediterranean 

29 

to  mre  nostrum  at  least  reflected  a  glimmer  of  political  reaiity. 


From  1928,  under  both  Liberals  and  Fascists,  the  Italian  govern¬ 
ment's  goal  was  Italy's  establishTnent  as  a  world  power  through  domination 
o£  the  Mediterranean -Red  Sea  area  and  the  conquest  of  Ethiopia But 
successive  political  and  economic  crises  from  1919  to  1925  hindered  the 
armed  forces  from  developing  strategies  to  achieve  such  ends.31  Only 
after  1925-1926 ,  with  the  resolution  of  these  crises  and  the  creation  of 
stable  leadership  for  the  armed  forces  did  such  plans  fully  evolve, 
Until  1J3 5,  each  service  concentrated  on  preparing  for  hostilities  with 
France  and  Yugoslavia,  The  Army  also  planned  to  prevent  an  Anschluss  and 

readied  studies  for  war  against  Turkey  and  Ethiopia.  After  1935,  the 

32 

services  also  prepared  for  conflict  with  Britain  and  Greece.  These 
plans  were  not  congruent,  however,  nor,  in  the  Army's  case,  were  they 
consistent  with  Mussolini's  political  goals. 

Fulfillment  of  Italian  ambitions  required  an  offensive  aeronaval 
strategy  and  the  ability  to  project  and  maintain  t be  Army's  forces 
overseas.  The  heaviest  burden ,  therefore,  would  fall  on  the  Navy.  The 
collapse  of  Austria-Hungary  and  Italy's  subsequent  acquisition  of  Albania 
as  a  protectorate  rendered  Italy's  Adriatic  coast  virtually  Invulnerable 
and  allowed  the  concentration  of  the  Reala  Marina  in  the  Central 
Mediterranean .  However,  fieet  battleship  strength  dropped  from  five 
obsolete  dreadnoughts  in  1918  to  two  by  1933.  Only  in  1937  did  the  Navy 
gain  two  modernised  battleships.  Four  more  modernized  or  new  capital 
ships  became  available  in  1940.  Hussollnl  rejected  repeated  requests  to 
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authorize  aircraft  carrier  construction, 

Until  1935 ,  the  Reala  Marina  expected  war  only  against  the  French 
fleet  In  alliance  with  the  small  Yugoslav  Navy,  Since  the  French  Navy 
was  little  laxgcr  than  the  Italian ,  the  defense  of  maritime  traffic 
through  the  Med 1  ter r  ancan  or  to  Libya  received  little  attention. 
Instead,  the  Italian  Navy  staff  planned  to  blockade  the  Yugoslavs  behind 

the  Straits  of  Otranto  and  concentrate  the  battlefleet  for  a  decisive 
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surface  action  with  the  French. 

Due  to  Its  temporary  decline  in  battleship  strength  after  1933 ,  the 
Navy  adopted  a  defensive  strategy  during  the  Mediterranean  Crisis  of 
1935-1936.  It  would  have  relied  on  cruisers,  torpedo  boats,  and  subma¬ 
rines  to  defend  the  coasts  against  the  P.o>jal  Navy,  make  raids,  and  create 

opportunities  for  possible  forays  by  the  battle  fleet.  No  serious  plans 
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were  developed  to  secure  the  sea  lanes  to  Libya  or  the  Dodeoaswse . 

In  1936-1937 ,  the  Naval  Ministry  developed  plans  for  a  powerful 

fleet  consisting  of  eight  battleships ,  two  or  three  aircraft  carriers  and 
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over  one  hundred  submarines .'  These  would  be  employed : 

a)  in  the  defense  from  the  outside  of  the  passages 
which  flow  into  the  Mediterranean  and  the  Red  Sea. . . 

b )  in  the  attack  on  the  central  areas  of  enemy 
/ maritime ]  traffic 

c)  in  cooperation  with  possible  oceanic  operations  by 
allied  fl.e.j  German  and  Spanish J  navies 

d)  in  the  execution  of  possible  overseas  operations  and 
the  maintenance  of  vital  communications 

e)  in  the  maintenance  of  the  Mediterranean  and  Rod  Sea 
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In  a  secure  status. 
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The  Navy  expected  to  have  the  strength  to  carry  out  such  a  strategy 

by  1942-1944.  During  the  crisis  of  September  1939,  however,  the  Army 

forcibly  brought  to  the  Navy's  attention  the  necessity  of  protecting 

supply  lines  to  Libya  in  order  to  support  a  land  offensive  against 

Egypt.  But  despite  this  warning,  the  Navy  did  not  reconcile  the  conflict 

between  its  ambitious  strategy  and  that  which  would  be  imposed  upon  it  by 

the  Army's  plan  to  invade  Egypt ,  combined  with  its  own  weaknesses* .  The 

outbreak  of  war  in  September  1939  caught  the  Navy  unprepared  for  either 

eventuality .  In  April  1940,  citing  the  Peal  a  Marina's  weakness  vis-A-vis 

the  British  and  French,  Admiral  Domenico  Cavagnari,  the  Navy  Chief  of 

Staff,  adopted  a  strategy  reminiscent  of  that  of  1935-193$ ,  while 

Btreasina  offensive  submarine  operations  and  the  defense  of  the  central 
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Mediterranean. 

From  1918  to  1940,  Army  strategic  planning  concentrated  on  the 

destruction  of  Yugoslavia,  with  the  assistance  of  Hungary  and  Albania, 

General  staff  planners  hoped  that  Italian  diplomacy  would  Isolate 

Yugoslavia .  Hut  they  also  prepared  to  hold  the  Alpine  frontier  against. 
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the  French,  while  simultaneously  crushing  the  Yugoslavs.  After 

prodding  by  Mussolini,  the  Army  also  developed  plans  to  Invade  Turkey 

< 1924-19261  and  gradually  transformed  studies  for  the  defense  of  Erltxea 
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Into  plans  for  a  full-scale  invasion  of  Ethiopia. 

Although  first  contemplated  by  Fascist  leader j  in  1925,  it  was  the 
possibility  of  war  with  Britain  In  1935-1936  that  prompted  the  first  of  a 
series  of  Army  plans  to  Invade  Egypt  and  the  Sudan,  In  order  to  link 
Libya  with  Italian  East  Africa.  However,  these  plans  were  shelved  by 

Marshal  Pietro  Badogllo  following  the  dismissal  of  their  chief  proponent , 
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the  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  General  Alberto  Parianl ,  In  November  1939. 
Following  the  hastily  Improvised  occupation  of  Albania  In  April  1939,  the 
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Army  also  prepared  studies  for  an  Invasion  of  Greece.  The  disjointed 
nature  of  these  plans  reflected  both  the  Army's  unwillingness  to  abandon 
Its  traditional  Alpine  orientation  tor  Mussolini's  Mediterranean- African 
strategy  and  fears  of  losing  precedence  to  the  Navy. 

After  several  confused  years ,  the  Air  Force  adopted  a  Douhetian 
strategy  in  1926-1927.  But  the  Red  a  Aeronautlca  never  developed 
aircraft  capable  of  the  annihilation  of  Paris  and  Belgrade.  After  italo 
Balbo,  who  had  championed  Douhet'a  ideas ,  was  replaced  as  head  of  the  Air 
Force  by  Giuseppe  Valle  in  November  1933,  Douhetlsm  gradually  lost 
influence  to  the  concepts  of  Amedeo  Mecozxl .  Mecozzi  advocated  develop¬ 
ing  tighter-bonibers  tor  coordinated  tactical  air  strikes  in  combined 
aeronaval  and  ground  support  operations.  The  Reeia  Aeronautlca  experi¬ 
mented  with  both  Douhet'a  and  Mecozzi's  methods  in  Ethiopia  and  Spain, 
without  selecting  either  as  the  basis  for  operations  against  France  and 
Britain.  Instead,  it  insisted  on  Douhetian  independence,  while  employing 
methods  and  aircraft  more  suited  to  Mecozzi's  notions.  Total  doctrinal 
J  ncoherence  res ul ted . 4 3 

By  early  1939,  the  Air  Staff  finally  recognized  the  Red  a 

Aeronautlca' a  inability  to  apply  Douhet'a  ideas.  Italy  lacked  both  a 

strategic  bomber  and  a  sufficient  number  of  medium  bombers.  At  the  same 

time,  Valle  realized  that  Italian  territory  was  so  vulnerable  to  air 

attack  that  he  shifted  aircraft  acquisition  priority  to  interceptors. 

Valle's  successor,  Francesco  Pricolo,  officially  announced  in  March  1940 

that  the  Air  Force  had  adopted  a  strategy  largely  based  on  support  of 

Arm y  and  Navy  operations .  However,  the  lack  of  armed  forces  coordination 

and  liaison  left  the  Air  Staff  in  virtual  Ignorance  of  their  counterparts' 
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intentions .  The  Air  Force  entered  World  Wax  Two  in  a  strategic  vacuum. 
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in  theory ,  the  king  coordinated  the  armed  forces  in  his  constitu¬ 
tional  capacities  as  head  of  state  and  commander  in  chief.  Vittorio 
Bmanuele  III,  who  reigned  from  1900  to  1946,  did  enjoy  considerable 
prestige  throughout  the  military ,  particularly  within  the  Army  officer 
corps.  However ,  after  World  War  One,  in  an  attempt  to  preserve  his 
dynasty,  the  king  generally  refrained  from  using  this  power  and  delegated 
considerable  authority  to  the  military  leadership  and  to  Mussolini.  In 
October  1922,  under  pressure  from  the  pro-fascist  Army  and  Navy  high 
commands ,  he  refused  to  order  the  Army  to  prevent  the  March  on  Rome,  The 
king  feared  civil  war  and  the  possible  overthrow  of  the  monarchy.  In 
December  1924,  he  rejected  an  Army  bid  to  overthrow  t ho  Fascists  during 
the  Matteottl  Crisis  for  the  same  reasons .  Instead,  he  acquiesced  while 
Mussolini  established  a  totalitarian  dictatorship  in  1925-1927 .  There 
after,  the  history  of  the  monarchy  remains  obscure.  What  is  certain, 
however,  is  that  Vittorio  Bmanuele  provided  an  alternative  authority 
figure  and  a  counselor  available  to  the  military  leadership  in  times  of 
crisis,  in  1920 ,  the  king  seems  to  hive  quietly  rallied  the  opposition 
to  Mussolini's  attempts  to  bring  the  military  under  his  direct  control . 
In  August  1935 ,  and  again,  in  April  1940,  Vittorio  Bmanuele  apparently 
considered  using  the  Army  to  unseat  Mussolini  before  the  dictator  led 
Italy  into  war  With  the  possible  exception  of  the  1928  episode, 
however,  the  king  served  more  as  a  brake  than  a  barrier  to  Mussolini's 

plans.  As  a  result,  the  monarchy  merely  contributed  to  the  confusion  at 
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the  top  of  the  chain  of  command. 

There  was  no  combined  staff  for  the  armed  forces  as  a  whole  and 
they  were  coordinated  only  to  a  small  degree  by  Mussolini's  senior 
military  adviser ,  Badoglio.  Thoroughly  wedded  to  Army  Interests,  highly 
conservative  and  completely  unimaginative,  Badoglio  ensured  that  the  Army 
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dominated  military  planning.  The  Army  was  the  largest  and  moat  politi¬ 
cally  powerful  of  the  services  but  the  strategic  vision  of  its  general 
staff  was  the  least  congruent  with  Mussolini's  goals.  This  factor , 
combined  with  ferocious  interservice  rivalry,  left  fascist  Italy  without 
the  means  to  Implement  an  effective  political-military  strategy.  The 
operations  of  the  three  armed  services  remained  uncoordinated,*6 

In  the  spring  of  1925,  Mussolini  had  appointed  Badoglio  as  Chief  of 

the  Supreme  General  Staff  (‘gjgg . . JjNUlasa.  SOtOUMW  >  This  post 

was  without  precedent  and  gave  Badoglio  both  the  power  of  Army  chief  of 
Staff  and  the  authority  to  issue  strategic  directives  to  the  Navy  and  Air 
Force  Chiefs  of  Staff.  However ,  Mussolini  did  not  create  a  separate 
Supreme  General  staff ,  Badoglio  issued  his  directives  through  the  Army 
Staff ,  effectively  placing  the  other  services  under  Realo  Bsercl to 
control,  This  provoked  outspoken  opposition,  particularly  on  the  part  of 
the  naval  leadership. 

But  Mussolini ' s  ultimate  intention  was  to  subordinate  all  the  armed 
forces  to  himself.  He  appointed  himself  minister  of  each  of  the  services 
in  1925.  He  appears  to  have  been  contemplating  an  attack  on  Turkey  and 
may  have  hoped  to  solidify  his  control  over  the  military  by  directing  a 
victorious  war.  instead ,  this  new  attempt  to  reduce  the  armed  fore**  to 
civilian  leadership  produced  insuperable  hostility,  even  on  the  part  of 
Badoglio,  and  the  plans  for  a  campaign  in  Asia  Minor  proved  abortive.  In 
February  1927,  Mussolini  recreated  the  separate  post  of  Army  chief  of 
Staff  and  kicked  Badoglio  upstairs  as  " technical  consultant  of  the  Head 
of  Government ,  “  although  the  marshal  retained  his  old  title  as  '’’hlof  of 
the  nonexistent  supreme  General  Staff. 

Mussolini  resigned  his  separate  armed  forces  ministerships  In 
1929.  While  he  rejected  Balbo' s  project  for  a  unified  defense  ministry 
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and  armed  forces  staff  In  1933 ,  Mussolini  resumed  control  of  the  service 
ministries  in  anticipation  of  the  Ethiopian  Mar,  Afterwards ,  Mussolini 
claimed  credit  for  successfully  directing  the  East  African  campaign  with 
considerable  Justification.  The  Duce  had  orchestrated  the  crucial 
political  and  diplomatic  aspects  of  the  war ,  at  which  he  was  a  master. 
The  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  Federico  Saistrocchi,  had  controlled  the 
administrative  and  logistical  services,  while  Badoglio  had  gone  to  Africa 
to  direct  the  actual  fighting, 

The  victory  over  Ethiopia  allowed  Mussolini  to  resume  his  efforts 
to  dominate  the  thro#  general  staffs,  In  March  1938,  he  announced  that 
he  would  command  the  armed  forces  in  wartime  and  promptly  assumed  the 
paramount  military  rank  of  First  Marshal  of  the  Empire.  Thereafter, 
Mussolini  studied  the  question  of  establishing  a  Comando  Supremo  under 
his  personal  control.  He  hesitated  to  take  action,  however,  tearing 

royal  and  military  opposition  to  such  a  drastic  alteration  of  the 
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traditionai  order. 

still ,  after  1936 ,  Mussolini  had  gained  direction  of  strategic 
matters.  As  Badogllo  announced  to  the  chiefs  of  staff  in  November  1939 : 

let  us  get  on  with  our  preparations,  comforted  by  the 
thought  that  we  have  the  luck  to  have  the  Duce  as  head 
of  the  armed  forces ,  the  Duce  who  refuses  us  nothing. 

We  need  to  look  to  the  real  preparation  of  the  armed 
forces  without  political  discussions:  to  make  war  or 
not,  to  make  war  in  t he  East  or  West,  this  is  not  our 

sa 

responsibility. * 
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Between  April  and  June  1940 ,  as  he  prepared  to  Intervene  In  World 

t 

War  Two,  Mussolini  finally  seized  command  of  the  armed  tor  ceil.  But  it 

uras  command  without  effective  control.  The  king  remained  the  official 

" Supreme  Head *  of  the  armed  forces,  granting  under  pressure  to  the  puce 

*  the  command  of  the  forces  operating  on  all  fronts. "  Mussolini  gave 

Badogllo  the  authority  to  Implement  his  instructions  to  the  three  general 

staffs,  through  thq  miniscule  twenty  man  secretariate  which  comprised  a 

newly-formed  Comando  supremo ,  In  effect,  the  three  armed  services 

retained  their  operational  independence.  The  result  was  the  strategic 
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chaos  which  followed  Mussolini's  declaration  of  war  on  June  10. 

However,  although  he  had  failed  to  create  an  effective  military  command 

and  control  system,  Mussolini  had  fashioned  painstakingly  a  mechanism  to 

cement  his  political  control  over  the  armed  forces,  He  had  developed 

this  method  largely  In  response  to  the  previous  role  of  the  military  in 

influencing  Italian  foreign  policy. 

Until  1928,  the  government  and  armed  forces'  leadership  sought  to 

expand  Italian  influence  by  the  relatively  cautious  means  of  economic 

SO 

penetration,  subversion  and  the  use  of  surrogates.  The  Orlando 

government  had  readied  a  large  force  to  piece  the  Caucasus  under  Italian 

protection  in  1919,  While  this  expedition  held  the  promise  of  Italian 

access  to  raw  materials,  Orlando's  successor,  Hlttl,  vetoed  the  plan  as 

financially  ruinous.**  only  In  Tripoli  tenia  did  the  Bonomi  government 

use  force,  beginning  in  January  1922,  to  restore  Italian  control,  lost  to 
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the  Arab  revolt,  during  the  World  War. 

While  bitterly  disappointed  with  what  they  consido+.'i  t ho  meager 
gains  from  their  sacrifices  during  the  Great  War,  the  Italians  of 
1916-1922  remained  prudent.  In  general,  they  were  prepared  to  treat  the 
Mediterranean  basin  as  the  Piedmontese  had  treated  Italy  from  the  16th  to 
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19th  centuries  —  as  an  artichoke  to  be  eaten  and  digested  slowly,  leaf 
S3 

2>y  leaf.  Mussolini's  surprise  attack  on  the  Senussl  of  Cyrenalco  In 
March  1923  and  his  simultaneous  seizure  of  F-iunat  and  Corfu  six  months 

later  signalled  a  new  policy,  Thereafter ,  Italy  would  use  force  and  risk 
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war,  first  to  secure  its  existing  territory ,  then  tor  aggrandizement, 

Were  the  risks  the  Italians  were  prepared  to  run  consistent  with 
the  goal  of  re-establishing  the  Roman  Empire ?  An  objective  assessment 
seems  Impossible,  The  Fascist  attitude ,  an  Italian  version  of  Wei tmacht 

ss 

Oder  Niederoana,  is  best  expressed  in  Mussolini ' s  own  words, 

Italy ,  as  the  most  concentrated  [ national ]  group 
after  Russia  and  Germany  ( because  it  has  SO  million 
people )  will  be  the  power  destined  to  direct  all 
European  politics  from  the  Mediterranean,  From  London , 

Pari*  and  Berlin  the  axis  will  shift  to  Rome.  Italy 
must  bo  the  bridge  between  the  Went  and  the  East, 

Italy  is  thrust  toward  this  expansion  into  the 
Mediterranean  and  the  East  by  demographic  reality  --  our 
national  territory  1  a  too  restricted  for  so  profuse  a 
people, 

But  to  realize  the  Mediterranean  dream  It  is 
necessary  that  the  Adriatic,  which  is  our  gulf,  be  in 
our  hands  ...  . 

Our  imperialism  which  wishes  to  expand  in  the 
Mediterranean  is  not  that  of  the  violent  Prussian,  nor 
that  of  the  hypocrite  Englishman,  instead  it  is  that  of 
the  Roman, “  [sept.  20,  1920] 
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"A  nation  which  does  not  have  free  access  Co  the 
sea  cannot  be  considered  a  free  country;  a  nation  which 
does  not  have  free  access  to  the  oceans  cannot  he 
considered  a  great  power:  Italy  must  become  a  great 
power. *S7  [Sept. -Oct.  1926] 

"...  states  are  more  or  less  independent  according 
to  their  maritime  position.  Those  states  which  possess 
ocean  coasts  or  have  free  access  to  the  oceans  are 
Independent;  those  states  which  are  not  connected  freely 
to  the  oceans  or  are  enclosed  in  Internal  seas  are 
semi -Independent  ...  . 

Italy  belongs  to  the  second  category  of  states. 

Italy  is  bathed  by  an  Internal  sea  which  connects  to  the 
oceans  through  the  Suez  Canal  ...  and  through  the  Strait 
of  Gibraltar,  dominated  by  the  cannon  of  Great  Sri  tain. 

Italy  therefore  does  not  have  free  communication 
with  the  oceans;  Italy  Is  therefore  really  a  prisoner  in 
the  Mediterranean  and  the  more  populous  and  powerful 
Italy  will  become,  the  more  it  will  suffer  In  its  prison. 

The  bars  of  this  prison  are  Corsica.  Tunisia, 

Malta ,  Cyprus:  the  guards  of  this  prison  are  Gibraltar 
and  Sues  ...  .  From  this  situation  ...  one  draws  the 

fallowing  deductions; 

1)  The  mission  of  Italian  foreign  policy  ...  is  to  break 
the  bars  of  the  prison. 

2)  Having  broken  the  bars.  Italian  foreign  policy  can  have 
only  one  motto:  to  march  to  the  oceans. 

Which  ocean?  The  Indian  Ocean ,  Joining  Libya  with  Ethiopia 
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across  the  Sudan  or  the  Atlantic  going  across  French  North 
Africa. 

Equally  in  the  first  as  in  the  second  hypothesis  we  will 
find  ourselves  faced  by  Franco -English  opposition.  To  confront 
the  solution  to  such  a  problem  without  having  our  backs 
protected  on  the  continent  is  absurd.  The  policy  of  the  Rome- 
Berlln  Axis  therefore  corresponds  with  a  historical  necessity  of 
fundamental  importance  ...  .  "S®  [Feb.  4,  1939] 

"  ...  Italy ,  it  it  wishes  to  he  truJy  a  world  power,  must 
resolve  the  problem  of  its  maritime  frontiers i  the  very 
security  of  the  Empire  is  tied  to  the  solution  of  this  problem. 

Italy  cannot  remain  neutral  fox  the  whole  duration  of  the 
war,  without  giving  up  its  place,  without  disqualifying  itself, 
without  reducing  itself  to  the  level  of  a  Switzerland  multiplied 
by  ten."59  [Mar.  31,  1940] 

Prior  to  the  Fascist  take-over,  it  had  been  the  government  which 
restrained  the  armed  forces  leadership  from  seeking  to  acquire  territory 
beyond  Italy's  ability  to  defend  --  in  the  Adriatic,  Asia  Minor  and  the 
Caucasus.60  Following  Mussolini's  advent  to  power ,  the  situation 
reversed.  Until  the  Ethiopian  War,  the  military  leadership  repeatedly 
restrained  Mussolini  from  undertaking  ill-considered  adventures, 
including  attempts  to  seise  Corsica  (1923),  annex  Corfu  (1923),  invade 
Turkey  (1924-1926),  Yugoslavia  (1926-1927,  1932-1934)  and  France 

(1932-1933) ,  and  launch  a  surprise  attack  on  the  British  Mediterranean 
Fleet  (August  1935), 6*  Only  the  most  drastic  measures,  however, 
Including  the  resignation  of  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  in  1928  and  various 
conspiracies  among  the  military  and  political  leadership,  prevented 


.151 . 


62 

Mussolini  from  taking  precipitate  action . 

But  Mussolini 1 s  successful  bluff  of  Britain  during  the  Mediterranean 

Crisis  of  193B-1936  and  his  conquest  of  Ethiopia  increased  greatly  his 
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prestige  and  his  power  over  the  armed  forces.  Thereafter,  Mussolini 

successfully  overcame  the  military's  opposition  to  Italian  participation 

in  the  Spanish  Civil  War  and  their  reluctance  to  intervene  in  World  War 

IX,  by  insisting  that  these  were  exclusively  political  questions.64 

The  Individual  chiefs  of  staff  did  have  access  to  Mussolini.  This 

was  true  particularly  attar  1933,  when  the  dictator  made  himself  head  of 

each  of  the  armed  forces  ministries,  while  appointing  each  of  the  chiefs 

of  staff  to  be  under  -  secretaries  of  their  own  service  as  well.  But 

meetings  among  the  military  and  political  leaders  of  the  regime  were 

restricted  to  one  week  each  February ,  during  the  carofully  orchestrated 

sessions  of  the  supreme  Defense  Comission,  Mussolini  forbade  other 

6S 

contacts  without  his  permission. 

Between  1937  and  1939,  Mussolini's  generals  ( though  not  his 
admirals )  routinely  disguised  their  military  unpreparedness  for  fear  of 
his  displeasure.  Nonetheless,  Mussolini  was  aware  of  the  true  state  of 
the  armed  forces  well  in  advance  of  Italy's  entry  into  World  War  II.  He 
based  his  decision  to  intervene  on  his  certainty  of  German  victory  and 
his  conviction  that  only  a  great  war  could  lift  the  Italian  people  to 
International  and  spiritual  greatness.66  Mussolini  gambled  that  the 
armed  forces  would  be  strong  enough  --  if  only  barely  —  to  take 
advantage  of  the  unique  opportunity  offered  by  the  fall  of  France  and 
Britain's  isolation. 

l/ntll  1936,  the  size  and  structure  of  the  armed  forces  generally 
were  sufficient  to  fulfill  the  government's  limited  strategic  goals. 
Italy's  failure  between  1919  and  1922  to  maintain  Its  alio  ted  spheres  of 
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Influence  over  Albania,  Somalia,  and  the  Caucasus  arose  primarily  from 
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financial  deficiencies  and  lack  of  political  will  in  Home.  Had  Italy 

joined  with  a  determined  Britain  and  Greece  in  2919  1922,  the  alliance 

would  probably  have  been  sufficient  to  defeat  the  Turkish  Nationalists 

and  defend  the  Caucasian  republics.  The  Heaio  Eserclto  certainly  had  the 
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potential  Co  defeat  the  Albanian  Insurgents  In  1920.  The  decisions 

by  the  Literal  government a  of  1921-1922  to  pacify  Somalia  and  Libya  and 

eventually  to  gain  control  of  Ethiopia  were  within  the  capacity  of  the 
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armed  forces,  as  the  Fascist  regime  demonstrated. 

However,  when  Italian  goals  conflicted  with  the  Interests  of  a 

major  military  power  willing  to  defend  them  by  force,  her  forces  proved 

incapable  of  gaining  national  objectives.  This  was  shown  by  Italian 

failure  to  gain  Flume  and  Dalmatia  in  1919-1920  in  the  face  of  French 

resistance j  Mussolini's  retreat  from  confrontation  with  Britain  during 

the  Corfu  Crisis j  his  Inability  to  undermine  Yugoslavia,  1926-1934,  while 

It  was  backed  by  France,  and  failure  to  gain  French  Somaliland  by  threats 
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of  force  in  1938-1939 .  The  prevention  of  an  Anschluss  in  July  1934, 

and  Italian  triumph  over  Britain  during  the  Mediterranean  Crists  of 

1935-1936,  and  the  "Pirate  Submarine"  campaign  of  August -September  1937 

are  explainable  not  so  much  by  Italian  military  power  as  by  German 

military  weakness  In  the  first  case  and  the  timidity  of  the  Sritisb 
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Cabinet  In  the  second  and  third  cases. 

Between  1934  and  1937,  Italian  military  strength  was  at  its  apogee, 
thanks  to  rearmament  earlier  than  that  of  Britain,  France,  and  Germany. 
This  temporary  Imbalance  of  force  encouraged  Mussolini  to  undertake  new 
adventures  after  the  capture  of  Addis  Ababa.  His  simultaneous  engagement 
of  the  armed  forces  In  the  Spanish  Civil  War  and  the  pacification  of 
Ethiopia  prevented  the  overextended  Italians  from  gaining  rapid  victory 
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in  either  theater.  Furthermore ,  these  campaigns  left  Mussolini  too  weak 

to  retard  Hitler's  advances  in  central  Europe  in  1938-1939  and  to  occupy 
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Albemia  until  after  the  end  of  the  fighting  in  Spain.  One  result  was 

a  drastic  loss  of  Italian  Influence  in  the  Balkans .  Another  was  an 

increase  in  German  strength ,  which  allowed  Hitler  to  initiate  war  with 

the  West  three  to  four  years  before  Mussolini  was  prepared  Co  Join  him  on 
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anything  like  egual  terms. 

The  structure  of  the  armed  forces  did  not  prevent  the  attainment  of 

Italian  strategic  goals  sought  between  1935  and  1940.  However,  failure 

to  restructure  the  military  during  those  years  seriously  crippled  Italy's 

ability  to  selzo  the  opportunities  presented  after  June  1940.  Despite 

the  lessons  of  the  Mediterranean  Crisis,  the  Ethiopian  and  Spanish  wars, 

and  the  Albanian  invasion ,  Italy  failed  to  Croat*  battle  squadrons 

supported  by  aircraft  carriers,  combined  Army-Navy  amphibious  forces, 

torpedo  bomber  squadrons,  decently  equipped  armored  and  mechanized 

divisions ,  effective  air  defense  forces,  or  airborne  units,  to  name  some 
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of  the  moat  serious  deficiencies .  Other  military  deficiencies  sprang 

from  store  fundamental  problems.  Until  the  Ethiopian  War ,  Italian 

logistics ,  industry  and  technology  adequately  supported  the  build-up  of 

the  armed  forces,  in  preparation  for  expansion  in  the  Mediterranean  and 

Med  Sea.  However ,  during  that  time,  the  Army  leadership  repeatedly 

stressed  national  unpreparedness  for  war  against  France  or,  worse  yet,  a 
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French -fugos lav  alliance. 

While  Italian  resources  proved  adequate  to  conquer  Ethiopia ,  that 
war  and  the  resultant  Mediterranean  Crisis  placed  severe  strains  on  the 
Italian  economy,  drained  the  military's  reserves,  and  revealed  grave 
logistical  deficiencies  The  events  of  1935-1936  also  underlined  Italy's 
great  dependence  on  Imports  of  petroleum,  coal  and  mineral  ores ,  the 


inadequacy  of  the  automotive  industry  to  supply  the  armed  forces'  needs 
(and  its  unwillingness  to  expand  production ),  the  regime's  very  limited 

ability  to  regulate  industry  and  the  incapacity  of  the  African  ports  to 
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handle  the  necessary  Influx  of  new  equipment  and  supplies  in  wartime. 

These  problems  were  not  corrected  in  1936-1940.  Italy  could  not 

wage  war  in  Spain,  pacify  Ethiopia ,  and  adequately  prepare  for  conflict 

with  Britain ,  France ,  Yugoslavia  and  Greece  simultaneously .  When  German 

victories  tempted  Mussolini  into  premature  participation  in  World  War  II, 

Italy  was  at  least  three  and,  more  likely,  eight  to  nine,  years  from 
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preparedness  to  wage  a  lengthy  major  war. 

By  1939-1940,  despite  attempts  to  achieve  autarky  dating  to  the 

Twen ties,  Italy  still  imported  79X  of  the  raw  materials  needed  to  sustain 

its  war  industries .  Stockpiles  were  sufficient  only  for  40X  of  needs  for 

one  year  of  war.  shortage  of  petroleum  was  the  mo  -  vrlous  problem. 

Italy  needed  at  least  eight  million  metric  tons  a  year  for  military 

operations.  Albania  and  the  miniscule  Italian  fields  supplied  only 

170,000  tons  a  year.  Rumania  could  supply  no  more  than  600,000  tons  per 

annum  to  Italy,  Germany  and  Hungary  another  million  tons  or  so.  Yet  the 

Reel  a  Marina  held  only  1.7  million  tons  In  reserve,  the  Redo  Eserclto 
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200,000  tons,  the  Regia  Aeronautics  130,000  tons. 

The  Navy  was  not  yet  ready  to  carry  out  an  offensive  strategy  In 
1939-1940  and  it  possessed  very  few  escort  vessels.  The  Air  Force  had 
failed  to  acquire  long-range  fighters  or  bombers.  Therefore,  Italy  could 

not  protect  adeguateiy  the  maritime  traffic  needed  to  supplement  its 
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insufficient  supplies  of  raw  materiais. 

By  default,  it  fell  to  the  Army  to  gain  access  to  sources  of  raw 
materials  and  to  the  oceans.  Bit  the  army  was  not  prepared  by  1940  to 
fulfill  this  mission.  Both  the  Ethiopian  War  and  the  Spanish  War  (with 
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its  substantial  Italian  aid  to  the  Nationalists )  revealed  that  Italy 

could  sustain  a  maximum  fighting  force  of  some  sixty  infantry  regiments 

(along  with  supporting  units )  overseas.  By  1937 ,  however,  the  army  was 

expanding  toward  a  goal  of  some  250  regiments  and  had  actually  reached  a 
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strength  of  161  infantry  regiments  by  June  1940.  However ,  the  Army 

General  staff  knew  that  Italy's  limited  productive  capacity  could  not 

sustain  such  a  force.  Moreover ,  the  combined  effect  of  the  poor  Italian 

rail  network ,  severe  shortages  of  locomotives  and  rolling  stock,  the 

inadequacies  of  the  Libyan  and  Albanian  ports,  the  lack  of  hard  surface 

roads  along  the  Yugoslav  frontier,  in  Albania  and  in  Libya ,  aii  created 

severe  transportation  problems .  Thus,  even  the  limited  output  of  Italian 

factories  could  not  be  transported  in  sufficient  volume  to  the  expected 

battlefields,  to  sustain  planned  military  operations,  even  without  enemy 
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interference. 

The  gap  separating  Italian  strategic  goals  from  logistical  reality 

is  best  illustrated  by  the  plana  for  Libya.  From  1936,  the  Army  General 

Staff  had  recognized  North  Africa  as  the  decisive  theater  in  a  future  war 

with  Britain.  In  late  1938,  the  Navy  prepared  plans  to  ship  a  fully- 

equipped  expeditionary  force  of  178,000  to  Libya  in  eighty  days,,  if 

unopposed  by  enemy  forces  and  in  145  days,  if  opposed.  Thereafter,  the 

Navy  planned  to  escort  convoys  renfotcing  Italian  North  Africa  with 

113,000  tons  of  supplies  and  6,500  men  each  month.  In  fact,  during  the 

965  days  of  the  actual  Libyan  campaign,  the  Navy  carried  a  total  of  only 

189,162  men  to  Libya  and  managed  to  land  an  average  of  60,000  tons  of 
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Material  each  month. 

The  Italians  failed  to  compensate  for  these  shortcomings ,  as  they 
had  during  World  War  I,  by  erecting  an  effective  alliance  system. 
Italy's  wartime  alliance  with  Britain  and  France  collapsed  in  1919-1920 , 
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when  the  Italian  aim  of  dominating  the  Balkans ,  Mediterranean,  the  Red 

Sea  and  Northeast  Africa  aroused  strong  Western  opposition.  Italy  did 

make  temporary  arrangements  with  one  or  another  of  the  two  Western  powers 

thereafter  to  achieve  some  aspect  of  these  goals.  But  the  fundamental 

conflict  between  Italian  and  Western  interests  made  more  lasting 

coalitions  Impossible.  This  conflict  also  suggested  the  logic  of  a 

Rome-Berlin  axis,  once  a  regime  willing  to  cooperate  with  Italy  gained 

power  in  Germany.  The  same  logic  explains  Italy's  relations  with  smaller 

powers,  such  as  Albania,  Greece,  Hungary,  Austria,  Yugoslavia,  Yemen  and 

Nationalist  Spain  as  well  as  with  such  groups  as  the  Croatian  Ustasha. 

the  Internal  Macedonian  Revolution*.  • ./  Organization ,  the  French 
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Caaoulards,  the  Austrian  Helmwehr  and  the  Zionists . 

Between  1922  and  1940,  given  Mussolini's  penchant  to  treat  weaker 
states  like  clients  or  simply  targets  for  eventual  annexation,  ( e.g . 
Albania,  Greece,  Yemen,  Yugoslavia )  and  to  abandon  other  associates  in 
favor  of  an  understanding  with  Germany  (e.g.  Austria,  Britain,  France, 
the  Zionists ),  rtaly  can  be  described  as  having  only  four  genuine 
allies :  Hungary  ( 1927-1943 ),  the  Ustasha  ( 1929-1943 ),  Nationalist  Spain 

(1936-19411  and  Germany  (1936-1943).  Although  brought  to  an  early  end  by 
Italy's  clash  with  Britain  during  the  Mediterranean  Crisis,  Italy  also 
formed  an  alliance  with  France  in  January  193 5.  While  all  these  alliances 
had  a  strong  military  character,  Mussolini  formed  them  for  political 
purposes.  He,  not  the  armed  forces  leadership,  directed  their  application 

Mussolini  formed  his  aJJiances  with  the  Hungarians  and  the  Ustasha 
for  the  same  purposes i  to  secure  Italian  control  over  the  Balkans  by  the 
destruction  of  Yugoslavia,  the  annexation  of  Slovenia  and  Dalmatia  and 
distribution  of  the  remaining  territory  among  a  group  of  Italian  client 
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The  Magyars  readily  accepted  Italian  loans,  arms  aitd  aid  to  expand 

their  army  and  create  a  clandestine  air  force  but  directed  their  real 

hostility  against  the  Czechs  and  Rumanians,  in  fact,  after  the  Italians 

made  their  March  1937  agreement  with  the  Yugoslavs  to  limit  Gorman 

penetration  of  the  Balkans,  they  actually  encouraged  Hungarian -Yugoslav 

detente.  Once  the  Hungarians  gobbled  their  morsels  of  Czechoslovak 

territory,  they  did  offer  to  Join  Italy  in  war  against  Yugoslavia  (April 

19397.  By  then,  however,  Mussolini  was  more  interested  in  erecting  an 

Italian-Yugoslav-Hungarlan-Pollsh  barricade  against  German  expansion. 

when  that  failed,  his  Hungarian  policy  concentrated  on  protecting  Rumania 

from  Magyar  aggression.  By  the  spring  of  1940,  Mussolini  had  decided  to 

attack  Yugoslavia  in  the  immediate  future.  But  by  then,  Hungarian 

actions  were  Influenced  by  Berlin  more  than  Rome.  Italy's  thirteen-year 
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alliance  with  Hungary  had  failed  in  its  aims . 

Mussolini  employed  the  Ustasha  In  his  abortive  attempt  to  dismember 

Yugoslavia  through  subversion  (1931-1934),  then  restrained  them  when 

cooperation  with  Italy's  Balkan  neighbor  seemed  wiser  (1934-1939).  Once 

Mussolini  resumed  his  attempts  to  destroy  Yugoslavia,  his  differences 

with  Ustasha  leader  Ante  Pavellc  resurfaced.  Both  men  coveted  Slovenia, 

Dalmatia  and  Montenegro.  Furthermore,  Mussolini  envisioned  an  Independent 

Croatia  as  little  more  than  an  Italian  protectorate.  By  1939,  the 

Croatlans  had  also  moved  into  Germany's  orbit,  despite  Mussolini's 
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strenuous  efforts  to  keep  them  under  Italian  control . 

Mussolini's  January  193  5  agreements  with  Laval  led  to  the 
Italian-French  military  agreements  that  spring.  In  return  for  French 
assistance  in  preventing  an  Anschluss ,  the  Italians  promised  to  help 
defend  France  against  a  German  invasion.  Mussolini's  actual  goal  was  to 


discourage  British  opposition  to  his  conquest  of  Ethiopia  and  to  inhibit 


350. 


German  expansion  at  Italy's  expense,  while  the  Pealo  Esercl to  was 

concentrated  in  East  Africa.  After  France  Joined  Britain  in  applying 

sanctions,  to  defeat  Italian  aggression  against  Ethiopia,  Mussolini 

denounced  the  Italian-French  military  agreements  in  December  1935.  These 

sanctions,  in  turn,  allowed  Germany  to  begin  displacing  Italy  in  the 

Balkans  economically,  while  his  estrangement  from  Britain  and  France 
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forced  Mussolini  to  accept  growing  German  influence  over  Austria . 

In  return  for  his  assistance  to  the  Spanish  Nationalists,  Mussolini 
expected  to  gain  a  strategically  placed  ally  against  France  and  Britain, 
as  well  as  access  to  Spanish  ports  on  the  Atlantic  and  in  the  western 
Mediterranean,  and  to  Spanish  mineral  resource*.  In  the  short  run, 
Franco's  cautious  military  strategy  caused  Mussolini  tremendous  frustra¬ 
tion  and  drained  the  Italian  armed  forces  of  supplies  and  equipment, 
Meanwhile,  the  Germans  continued  their  expansion  in  Southeast  Europe  and 
outmaneuvered  the  Italians  in  acquiring  economic  concessions  from  Spain. 

After  the  Nationalist  victory  in  April  1939,  Franco  refused  to  play  the 
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role  of  junior  ally  envisioned  for  him  by  Mussolini . 

Mussolini's  formal  alliance  with  Hitler  in  May  1939  grew  out  of 
their  mutual  agreement  of  August  1936  to  assist  the  Spanish  Nationalists 
and  the  personal  relationship  the  two  dictators  forged  during  their 
meetings  In  September  1937  and  May  1938,  By  mld-1939,  Mussolini  believed 
that  he  had  persuaded  Hitler  to  divide  Europe,  the  Middle  East  and  Africa 
Into  mutually  exclusive  spheres  of  Influence  and  to  avoid  a  general 
conflict  with  the  West  until  Italy  recovered  from  its  wars  In  Africa  and 
Spain.  But  Just  as  Hitler  had  worked  to  protract  the  Spanish  War  to 
Germany' s  benefit,  while  Mussolini  attempted  to  win  It  quickly,  the 
German  dictator  Initiated  his  war  for  European  hegemony,  while  the 
Italian  vainly  sought  to  delay  it. 


359 . 


Mussolini'  a  decision  to  enter  the  wer  in  June  1940  epitomized  hi  a 

Fascist  philosophical  melange  of  bravado,  despair  and  romantic  notions  of 

comradeship.  Any  gains  Italy  could  have  made  at  the  expense  of  a 

prostrate  France  and  desperate  Britain  would  have  been  indefensible 
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against  Germany's  overwhelming  superiority  vls-A-vis  Italy. 

Italy  might  have  balanced  German  strength  to  a  greater  extent  had 
it  concentrated  on  the  development  of  naval  strength.  The  Italian 
objective  of  hegemony  over  the  Mediterranean  and  its  approaches  required 
a  primarily  maritime  strategy,  Furthermore,  the  territories  under 
Italian  control  In  1918-1940  gave  the  Italians  excellent  naval  and  at r 
bases  from  which  they  could  have  sought  control  of  the  central  Mediterran¬ 
ean,  the  southern  Fed  Sea  and  the  Gulf  of  Aden.  The  major  opponents  of 
such  plans,  Britain  and  France,  did  possess  formidable  air  and  naval 
forces,  But  the  threats  posed  by  Japan  and  Germany  after  1933  forced  the 
Western  Powers  to  disperse  their  strength.  Italy  could  have  concentrated 
Its  power  against  vital  yet  vulnerable  areas  such  as  Tunisia ,  Malta, 

Egypt  and  Socotra.  However,  the  Italians  either  failed  to  develop  the 
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necessary  forces  and  technnlgues  or  were  fatally  slow  to  do  so. 

One  reason  was  the  domination  of  the  armed  forces,  until  the  mid 
Thirties ,  by  the  Army  with  its  Alpine  orientation.  Another  was  the 
self-defeating  refusal  by  the  air  and  naval  leadership  to  foster 
Interservice  cooperation.  Finally j  the  initial  steps  toward  the  Italian 
goal  the  pacification  of  the  African  colonies ,  control  of  the  Adriatic 
through  the  subjugation  of  Albania  and  the  19 31  security  pact  with 
Yugoslavia,  and  the  conquest  of  Ethiopia  --  were  all  achieved  without  the 
reorientation  within,  the  armed  forces  necessary  for  successful  conflict 
with  the  British  and  French. 
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Only  after  hla  military  victory  over  the  Ethiopians  and  political 
victory  over  the  British  in  1936  did  Mussolini  gain  the  power  to  favor 
the  Navy  and  Mr  Force  over  the  Army.  But  Mussolini  lacked  the  vision  to 
reorganize  the  individual  services  and  force  their  coordination .  More¬ 
over,  he  refused  to  create  the  mechanisms  which  might  have  done  so. 

Finally ,  the  threat  to  British  security  revealed  by  Italian 

military  activity  during  the  Mediterranean  Crisis  and  the  similar  threat 

to  the  French  revealed  during  the  Spanish  Civil  Mar  clearly  tipped 

Mussolini's  hand  to  the  objects  of  his  intended  aggression .  The 

successive  crises  from  193S  to  1940  served  as  dress  rehearsals  from  which 

the  British  and  French  profited  more  than  the  Italians  in  preparing  for 

war  in  the  Mediterranean  area.  By  June  1940 ,  despite  the  unexpected 

collapse  of  French  power  and  the  consequent  strain  on  their  military 

resources ,  the  British  were  able ,  if  only  barely,  to  restrain  the 
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expansion  of  Mussolini's  Roman  Empire. 


Surly  operations  In  the  second  Libyan  war  (1922-1931)  led  to  a 
number  of  Italian  defeats  due  to  a  failure  to  coordinate  coiriblned  arms . 
Host  notable  was  the  annihilation  of  the  7th  Eritrean  Battalion  by  the 
Senual  at  Blr  Bilal  In  June  1924 ,  when  accompanying  armored  cars  and 
covering  aircraft  failed  to  support  the  beleaguered  unit,  over  the 
years,  however,  the  relatively  well -trained  colonial  forces  learned  to 

coordinate  effectively  Infantry,  cavalry,  armored  cars,  artillery,  and 
91 

alrpowe r. 

A  mysterious  equine  disease  prevented  the  employment  of  Italian 
cavalry  In  the  Ethiopian  War,  which  limited  combined  arms  to  the 
lnfantry-actlUery-tank  triad.  The  loss  of  an  unaccompanied  light  tank 
squadron  at  the  Dembegulna  Pass  in  December  1935  convinced  the  Army 
General  Staff  that  armor  could  only  operate  when  surrounded  by  infantry, 
serving  them  as  mobile  machine  guns  or  light  assault  artillery.  Despite 
the  lessons  of  Spain,  this  remained  Pealo  Bserclto  doctrine  until  the 
disasters  of  December  1940-Pebruary  1941.  on  the  northern  front,  the 
road-bound  nature  of  Ital.an  motor  columns  and  t he  Inability  of  Italian 
Infantry  to  match  Ethiopian  mobility  forced  the  Italians  to  advance 
slowly  from  one  complex  of  fortified  camps  to  another.  The  Air  Force 
provided  most  of  the  Inadequate  reconnaissance.  Indiscriminate  bombing 
and  artillery  fire  inflicted  the  majority  of  Ethiopian  casualties  and  a 
large  number  of  Italian  losses  as  well. 
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On  the  southern  front,  the  Italians  enjoyed  greater  mobility, 

thanks  to  caterpillar  tractor-trailer  convoys  of  ammunition  and 

supplies ,  These  freed  General  Rodolfo  Graziani’s  columns  from  their 

bases,  while  the  open  terrain  allowed  easier  movement  than  in  the  north, 

The  southern  landscape  also  permitted  a  better  coordination  of  alrstrlkes 
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and  artillery  with  the  infantry, 

By  early  1937,  the  withdrawal  of  moat  armor ,  artillery  and  Italian 
infantry  left  the  Bast  African  co/mand  with  a  force  consisting  mainly  of 
colonial  foot  troops.  Combined  arms  operations  shrank  to  the  concept  of 
airstrlkes  to  supplement  the  light  field  guns  of  the  African  infantry. 
These  forces  entered  world  War  II  unprepared  for  modern  military 
operations ,9* 

Initial  operations  in  Spain  consisted  of  barely  trained  and 

wretchedly-led  Fascist  Militia  attempting  to  overwhelm  the  Republicans  by 

uncoordinated  weight  of  numbers  and  firepower.  While  the  Black  Shirts 

won  at  Malaga  in  February  1937,  Italian  naval  gunfire,  aerial  bombardment 

and  artillery  apparently  inflicted  hundreds  of  friendly  casualties ,  The 

next  month,  however,  on  the  road  to  Guadalajara ,  the  Militia  suffered 

disaster  after  it  refused  to  build  antitank  defenses  and  field  works  or 

to  site  its  artillery  for  direct  fire  against  superior  Russian  tanks. 

Without  Italian  aircraft  (grounded  by  had  weather!  and  with  only  a  few 

antiaircraft  guns,  the  Black  Shirts  broke  and  fled  in  the  face  of  a 
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coordinated  Republican  air  and  armor  assault. 

After  substantial  purging,  retraining  and  reinforcement.,  Italian 
ground  operations  showed  considerable  Improvement,  from  August  1937 
onward.  Truck-borne  Italian  Infantry,  light  tank  squadrons  and 
artillery,  supported  by  airstrlkes ,  won  substantial  victories  at 
Santander  (August  1937 J,  in  Aragon  (March-Aprll  1938),  in  Valencia  (July 
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1938}  and  In  Catalonia  (December  1938-February  1939} .  Italian  artillery 

and  aircraft  also  rendered  effective  support  Co  the  Nationalist  armies 

during  the  Republican  offensives  against  Teruel  (December  1937-Febxuary 
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1938}  and  across  the  Bbro  (July -November  1938}.' 

The  diplomatic  fiction  adopted  by  the  Fascist  regime  that  Italian 

forces  In  the  Spanish  War  were  volunteers  prevented  too  blatant  a 

participation  by  Reala  Marina  surface  units.  Italian  light  cruisers  did 

bombard  Valencia  and  Barcelona  In  February  1937 ,  In  coordination  with 

submarine  and  air  blockade  operations  against  the  Republic  1 

Mediterranean  Coast.  In  August  and  September ,  ItaJian  destroyers 

aircraft  provided  reconnaissance  for  the  * Pirate  Submarine"  campaign , 

directed  primarily  against  Soviet  shipping  heading  for  Mediterranean 

Republican  ports.  In  general ,  however,  the  Italian  Navy  did  not  practice 
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a  combined  arms  approach  during  the  Civil  Nor. 

The  same  was  true  for  the  Avlaxione  Lealonarla.  since  the  Savoia 

Marche tt i  SM.79  and  FIAT  BR.20  bombers  employed  from  early  1937  had 

greater  speed  and  far  greater  range  than  the  FIAT  CR.32  fighter,  combined 

operations  were  often  impractical.  in  addition,  the  appearance  of  the 

superior  Pollkarpov  1-16  fighter  piloted  by  well-trained  Russians  in 

October  1936,  Influenced  the  Italian  air  command  to  abandon  the  fighter 

escort  of  their  bombers  when  they  reached  enemy  lines.  Only  in  Jate 

1938 ,  with  the  departure  of  soviet  pilots ,  did  Italian  fighters  resume 

the  protection  of  their  bombers .  By  then ,  Nationalist  air  superiority 

made  such  escort  operations  almost  pointless .  The  faster  FIAT  G.SO  metal 

monoplane  fighter  arrived  in  Spain  too  late  to  participate  in 
97 

operations . 

In  the  Army's  case ,  Its  clumsy  use  of  combined  arms  can  be  traced 
to  the  severe  inflexibility  that  characterized  the  Intellectual 
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atmosphere  and  operational  doctrine  of  the  Realo  Bserclto  before  2933. 

Some  prominent  officers,  notably  Francesco  Saver lo  Grazloll ,  Ottavio 

Zopol  and  Emilio  Canevarl ,  did  advocate  mechanization,  maneuver  warfare, 

and  battlefield  initiative  by  subordinates,  But  theirs  were  isolated 

voices  In  an  officer  corps  stifled  by  generals  like  Badoglio,  Pietro 

Gazzera  and  Alberto  Bonzanl,  who  dominated  a  highly  centralized  command 

and  control  system.  Until  the  mid  Thirties,  the  general  staff  planned 

only  for  Alpine  attrition  warfare,  using  masses  of  foot  soldiers, 

supported  by  an  avalanche  of  artillery  fire.  That  the  Army  lacked  such 

firepower  simply  underlines  the  high  command's  rigid  refusal  to  consider 
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al ternatlvos . 

However,  after  his  appointment  as  War  Undersecretary  in  July  1933, 

and  to  the  additional  post  of  Army  Chief  of  Staff  in  October  1934, 

Federico  Balstrocchi  greatly  advanced  the  motorization  of  the  Redo 

Bsercl to ■  He  also  stressed  maneuver  warfare  and  encouraged  the  mental 
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elasticity  necessary  Co  wage  it.  Alberto  Parlani ,  Balstrocchi ' s 
successor  (October  1926-Novcmber  .1 939),  developed  those  policies  further 
and  adopted  mechanization ,  querra  dl  rani  do  cor so  and  the  development  of 
individual  Initiative  as  official  doctrine.100 

But  despite  over  six  years  of  effort,  Balstrocchi  and  Parlani 
enjoyed  only  partial  success,  Italian  Industry  failed  to  supply  the 
necessary  transport  and  armored  vehicles.  Badoglio' s  conservative 
Influence  within  the  Army  remained  powerful .  When  he  smashed  Haile 
Selassie's  forces ,  while  ignoring  Balstrocchi ' s  operational  directives, 
Badoglio  provided  powerful  arguments  against  the  new  doctrine.  Grazlanl 
did  employ  Balstrocchi ‘ s  methods  successfully  In  the  Ogaden,  as  did  Mario 
Bertl  and  Gastone  G ambarra  in  the  Aragon  and  Catalonia  campaigns .  But 
Grazlanl  remained  Isolated  in  Bast  Africa  until  early  193d  and  under  a 


365 . 


cloud  thereafter,  until  he  succeeded  Parian!  in  November  193 $ .  Betel  and 
Gambarra  possessed  neither  the  rank  nor  the  ability  to  prod  the  officer 
corps  toward  modernity .  Finally ,  the  miserable  training  given  the 

reservists,  who  constituted  the  majority  of  the  army's  Junior  officers, 
hardly  prepared  them  to  undertake  operations  based  on  daring  and 
mobility.101 

Harlo  Roatta,  Graxiani's  deputy  chief  of  staff  after  November  1939, 

had  more  success  in  improving  Army  flexibility  and  Mobility.  His 

twenty-seven  months  in  Spain  following  Guadalajara  and  his  subsequent 

attach 6  duty  in  Berlin  appear  to  have  taught  him  something  about  the 

prerequisites  for  modern  warfare.  But  his  training  methods  only  bore 
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fruit  after  the  disasters  of  October  1940-February  1941. 

Several  factors  placed  even  greater  limits  on  the  Intellectual 

flexibility  of  the  Navy  leadership  In  the  interwar  period.  These  were: 
V  the  virtual  restriction  of  the  fled  a  Marina's  1915-1918  operations  to 
those  by  light  units  within  the  Adriatic,  2 )  no  experience  with 
amphibious  assault  during  the  Great  War,  3)  Mussolini's  repeated  refusals 
to  grant  the  Navy's  requests  for  aircraft  carriers  and  an  Independent  air 
arm,  4)  the  lack  of  modern  battleships  until  1937,  5)  a  naval  leadership 
at  first  uncertain  of  the  First  World  War's  lessens  and  then  one 
commanded  by  three  conservatives  in  succession  --  Admirals  Paolo  Thaon 
de  Revel  ( 1922-1925) ,  Giuseppe  Slrlannl  ( 1925-1934 )  and  Domenico 
cavagnarl  (1934-1940)}°*  The  Corfu  Crisis  shocked  both  Mussolini  and 
his  admirals  into  realizing  that  the  Rea  la  Marina  had  to  expand  and 
prepare  for  a  future  confrontation  with  the  Royal  Navy.  Nonetheless,  the 
next  decade  witnessed  Navy  efforts  concentrated  agalnt  the  traditional 
rival,  France.  It  took  the  Mediterranean  Crisis  of  1935-1936  to  refocus 
the  attention  on  Britain  as  the  major  obstacle  to  Italian  efforts  to  rule 
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the  Mediterranean." 

As  a  result. ,  the  Navy  adopted  a  seven  year  construction  program 
(1937-1944) ,  which  aimed  at  creating  a  fleet  40X  the  size  of  the  Royal 
Navy.  However ,  a  renewed  Mussolini  an  veto  on  aircraft  carriers ,  an 
earlier  series  of  poor  cruiser  designs ,  and  neglect  of  escort  vessels 
resulted  In  a  fleet  strong  only  in  battleships  and  submarines. 
Cavagnarl's  operational  concepts  strongly  echoed  those  of  the  German 
admiralty  in  Norld  war  I,  throwing  away  the  advantages  Italian  geography 
granted  and  conceding  the  Initiative  to  the  enemy.  By  the  spring  of 
1940 ,  furthermore,  Cavagnari  decided  he  dare  not  risk  his  battleships 
against  the  British  under  any  circumstances  and  restricted  offensive 
operations  to  his  submarines.  Given  geographical  reality,  let  alone  the 
inadeguaciea  of  Italian  submarine  training  and  design,  however,  it  was 
unreasonable  to  expect  the  same  successes  enjoyed  against  the  Spanish 
Republic  or  that  which  German  U-boats  had  achieved  against  Britain  in 
World  War 

In  contrast ,  the  Reals  Aeronautics  exhibited  greater  adaptability. 
It  overcame  Its  Douhetian  orientation  sufficiently  to  conduct  extensive 
ground  support  operations  in  Africa  and  Spain ,  organize  tor  kamikaze-like 
suicide  attacks  against  the  Royal  Navy  during  the  Mediterranean  Crisis, 
fly  extensive  fighter  air  superiority  missions  over  Nationalist  Spain, 

and  blockade  the  Republic  by  anti-shipping  strikes  and  bombing  raids  on 
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Its  ports. 

But  while  some  Alt  Force  leaders  had  doubts  about  the  relevance  of 
Douhet's  Ideas  to  Regia  Aeronautica  operational  needs,  the  Air  Staff  did 
not  develop  an  alternative  doctrine.  In  addition.  Air  Force  refusal  to 
cooperate  with  the  Navy  In  developing  torpedo  bomber  squadrons ,  its 
failure  to  develop  night  flying  techniques ,  Insufficient  numbers  of 
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aircraft  and  spare  parts,  underpowered  engines,  and  too  few  airfields  and 
repair  facilities  (and  those,  poorly  equipped )  all  combined  to  further 
undermine  operational  flexibility ,  The  facile  successes  of  the  Twenties 
and  Thirties  did  not  prepare  the  Fettle  Aeronaut! eg  for  operations  against 


Some  of  the  other  serious  constraints  on  the  lnterwar  development 

of  for re  armate  doctrine  grew  from  the  military's  resigned  accomodation 

to  Italian  technological  backwardness,  For  example,  the  Navy's 

battleships  and  cruisers  did  not  train  for  night  combat  for  lack  of 
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radar .  Despite  the  potential  of  Its  tighter  designs,  the  Air  Force 

did  not  plan  Co  escort  Its  bombers  or  the  Navy's  convoy n.  Underpowered 
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Italian  engines  resulted  in  inadequate  range.  The  armored  forces' 
leadership  shaped  its  operational  planning  around  its  recognition  of  the 
inferiority  of  Italian  tanks,  the  weakness  of  Italian  radios,  and  the 
lack  of  tracked  armored  personnel  carriers , 110 

In  two  cases,  however,  segments  of  the  armed  forces ‘s  leadership 
clung  to  operational  concepts  beyond  realization  by  Italian  technology. 
Douhet's  theories  of  strategic  terror  bombing  required  large  numbers  of 
long-range  bombers  with  powerful  offensive  and  defensive  armament. 
Despite  considerable  effort,  the  air  Industry  failed  to  develop  a 
satisfactory  model.  Even  if  it  had.  It  could  not  have  produced  the 
thousands  of  airframes  and  engines  required.  Nonetheless,  significant 
factions  within  the  Air  Force  high  command  and  the  Fascist  regime  (includ¬ 
ing  Hussolinl  himself )  clung  to  Douhet's  concepts  into  World  War  II.1*1 

The  second  major  example  of  operational/ technological  Incompati¬ 
bility  was  the  Army  plan  for  the  Invasion  of  Egypt.  Between  1935  and 
1940 ,  the  Army  General  Staff  and  Balbo ,  then  Governor  of  Libya,  developed 
a  proposal  for  thirteen  divisions  to  move  down  the  coastal  highway  and 
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across  the  Western  Desert  against  the  Nile  Delta  and  the  Suer  Canal.  But 

the  huge  logistical  effort  to  support  such  a  force  was  beyond  Italian 

capabilities  nor  could  the  army  hope  to  acquire  the  vehicles  necessary  to 
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transport  such  a  force. 

The  supporting  activities  available  to  each  of  the  armed  forces 

presented  a  widely  varying  range  of  quality.  Following  demobilization 

after  World  War  X,  the  Italian  armed  forces  experienced  severe 

deficiencies  in  their  support  services.  The  Navy  closed  a  large  number 

of  shore  facilities  and  was  forced  to  scrap  or  mothball  many  ships,  The 

War  Ministry  reduced  Army  support  services  even  more ,  in  order  to  gain 

funds  to  maintain  a  large  number  of  commands  for  senior  Infantry , 

artillery  and  cavalry  officers.  By  192 5,  the  Redo  3sercl  to  was 

Incapable  of  major  offensive  operations.  Mussolini  recognized  the 

problem  and  agreed  to  a  ten  year  rebuilding  program  that  year. 

Nonetheless,  he  soon  embarked  on  an  adventurous  foreign  policy  that 

threatened  war  with  France  and  Yugoslavia  Tho  result  was  a  quiet  revolt 

by  the  Army  General  Staff  in  January  1928.  Mussolini's  generals  forced 

him  to  cease  hi:  provocations  until  the  Army  was  ready  for  war.1^3 

After  its  creation  In  January  1923,  the  Air  Force  expanded  too 

quickly.  Stress  on  the  numbers  of  aircraft  and  squadrons  came  at  the 

expense  of  adequate  services.  The  situation  improved  after  Balbo  became 

Air  Minister  in  November  1926.  But  Balbo  still  lavished  too  many 

resources  on  supporting  hit  transoc  anlc  propaganda  flights.  Combat 
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efficiency  suffered  as  a  result. 

The  Ethiopian  War  severely  tested  the  rebuilt  support  services  of 
the  forze  arma l e  The  Navy  supported  L he  combat  services  well,  thanks  to 
a  well -organized  port  and  supply  base  at  Naples  and  a  merchant  marine 
that  had  expanded  from  1  million  to  3.2  million  tons  from  1919  to  1936. 


Besides  transporting  637,000  men  and  2.1  million  tons  of  material  to  East 

Africa,  the  Navy  provided  extensive  medical  and  communications  services 
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to  the  Army  and  evacuated  44,000  casualties.  Ashore,  services 

functioned  less  well.  Abysmal  standards  of  sanitation  and  medicine 
allowed  dysentary ,  malaria,  cholera  and  venereal  Infections  to  flourish. 
The  Army's  chief  medical  officer  admitted  that  25 X  of  Italian  fatalities 
were  due  to  disease. 

The  Army  and  Air  Force  did  receive  adequate  supplies  and  fuel, 

through  the  overnight  quadrupling  of  the  port  capacity  of  Massawa,  a 

feverish  and  gigantic  road  building  program  and  the  assembly  of  a  huge 

fleet  of  Italian  and  foreign  trucks.  But  the  multiplicity  of  vehicle 

types  and  the  failure  to  acquire  sufficient  spare  parts  created  a 

nightmare  for  the  Army's  small  corps  of  mechanics .  Though  the  waste  and 

the  corruption  reached  astronomical  proportions,  Mussolini  funnelled  such 

a  flood  of  material  Into  East  Africa  that  victory  was  ensured  at  five 
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to  six  times  the  original  estimate  of  expenses. 

The  39  billion  lire  worth  of  military  equipment  consumed  in 

conquering  Ethiopia  and  the  7-8  billion  lire  consumed  in  Spain  ( Including 

7.7  million  shells,  319  million  rounds  of  small  arms  ammunition,  7,400 

motor  vehicles,  1.8  million  uniforms )  left  the  armed  forces  shorn  of 
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essentials  and  unable  to  complete  essential  construction  projects. 

On  the  eve  of  World  War  II,  each  service  had  serious  supply  and  transport 
problems.  For  example,  the  Army  found  itae2f  desperately  short  of 
trucks,  cross-country  vehicles,  uniforms ,  and  gasoline.  Roads  that  a 
previous  War  Minister,  Armando  Diaz,  had  requested  nearly  twenty  years 
earlier,  as  essential  for  operations  against  Yugoslavia ,  remained 
uncompleted .  Chief  among  Air  Force  supply  problems  was  lack  of  spars 
parts.  Severe  shortages  of  transport  aircraft,  motor  vehicles  and  fuel 
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crippled  Air  Force  transportation.  Failure  to  warn  the  merchant  marine 
of  Imminent  hostilities  In  May-June  1940  stranded  over  one-third  of 
Italian  shipping  outside  the  Mediterranean  at  the  declaration  of  war. 

These  vessels  would  be  sorely  missed  once  the  Libyan  convoy  battles 
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began. 

Comiunlcatlons  represented  another  serious  weakness  for  the 
Italians,  While  the  armed  forces  realized  the  value  of  radio ,  the  small 
electronics  Industry  proved  Incapable  of  supplying  transmitters  of 
sufficient  compactness  and  range.  As  a  result,  Italian  tanks  lacked 
radios  altogether ,  fighters  carried  radios  Incapable  of  reaching  ground 
stations  and  naval  vessels  experienced  great  difficulty  making 
long-distance  transmissions .  The  armed  forces's  headquarters  In  Rome 
possessed  powerful  transml tters  hut  communications  were  so  centralized 
that  field  forces  could  only  pass  messages  via  Rome.  In  1940,  Army 
combat  forces  still  relied  principally  on  wire  communications .  At  i he 
same  time,  the  Air  Force  and  Navy  General  Staffs  were  not  even  connected 

by  telephone,  although  this  was  the  only  means  by  which  air  and  naval 
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operation  units  conceivably  could  communicate  with  each  other. 

Italian  communications  security  had  been  breached  before  the 

outbreak  of  World  War  II,  The  Intense  radio  traffic  generated  by 

operations  in  the  African  and  Spanish  Wars  allowed  the  British  to  master 

most  Italian  military  and  naval  cyphers.  As  a  result,  the  British  had  a 

fairJy  complete  picture  of  Italian  intentions ,  movements  and  strength  in 
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the  twelve  months  preceding  Italian  entry  Into  the  war. 

In  contrast ,  Italian  intelligence  services  functioned  better, 
particularly  the  Army  intelligence  service,  Servlzlo  Informazlonl 
Mill  tarl  (SIM,'.  Naval  and  air  Intelligence  concentrated  on  the  narrow 
questions  of  the  location,  strength ,  technical  capability  and  tactics  of 
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their  potential  enemies'  forces.  Air  Intelligence  relied  primarily  on 

agents  and  aerial  photography  and  acquired  a  detailed  knowledge  of  the 

French ,  Yugoslav  and  Spanish  Air  Forces.  Information  on  the  German  and 

British  air  services  was  less  accurate.  Naval  intelligence  depended 

primarily  on  radio  Intercepts  to  and  from  the  French ,  British  and 
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Yugoslav  fleets. 

SIM  was  most  effective  at  providing  political  intelligence ,  through 

its  radio  Intercept  and  cryptanalysis  sections,  and  through  the 

infiltration  and  burglary  of  foreign  embassies  in  Rome.  Military 

attaches  also  ran  a  number  of  effective  espionage  rings  abroad. 

Beginning  in  the  early  Twenties,  SIM  targeted  Germany,  France,  Spain, 

Yugoslavia  and  Ethiopia  for  special  attention.  In  1934,  Mussolini 

doubled  SIM's  budget  to  fund  a  greatly  expanded  effort  against  Britain 

and  to  permit  SIM  to  add  assassination  and  subversion  to  its  activities . 

Beginning  In  late  1932,  SIM  began  a  collaboration  with  the  Abwehr 

directed  against  France,  though  this  was  temporarily  reduced  in  1935-1936 
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when  SIM  worked  with  the  Deuxl&me  Bureau  against  Germany. 

In  conjunction  with  Naval  Intelligence,  SIM  experienced  its 
greatest  Interwar  success  during  the  period  of  the  Mediterranean  Crisis 
and  Ethiopian  War.  The  information  provided  to  Mussolini  allowed  him  to 
outbluff  the  British  during  the  war  of  nerves  in  the  summer  of  1935.  SIM 
cur  the  flow  of  arms  to  Ethiopia,  subverted  the  loyalty  of  at  least  half 
of  Ethiopia's  warriors,  and  provided  the  Italian  East  African  command 
with  a  complete  picture  of  Halle  Selassie's  forces  and  all  of  the 
emperor's  orders  to  his  generals 

SIM  was  less  successful  In  Spain,  though  it  did  manage  to  impede 
the  flow  of  arms  to  the  Republic  through  sabotage.  SIM  had  gathered 
little  information  about  the  Soviet  armed  forces  and  failed  to  crack  any 
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Soviet  cyphers.  This  resulted  In  a  number  of  unpleasant  surprises  for 
Italian  forces ,  ranging  from  the  effectiveness  of  Soviet  tanks  and 
aircraft  to  lack  of  forewarning  about  the  Republics  Ebro  offensive  of 
July  1938.  On  the  other  hand ,  the  Soviets  acquired  detailed  Information 
on  the  Italian  order  of  battle  and  operational  plans  prior  to  the  Battle 

of  Guadalajara.  These  security  leaks  greatly  contributed  to  the  Italian 
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debacle. 

The  reasons  for  the  failures  of  Italian  military  Intelligence  In 

early  1940  remain  unclear.  One  reason  may  have  been  an  attempt  by  SIM  to 

dissuade  Mussolini  from  entering  the  war.  Another  may  have  been  due  to 

French  and  British  security  measures,  prompted  by  foreknowledge  of 

Italian  Intentions.  In  any  case,  SIM  reported  strength  levels  for 

British  and  French  forces  In  the  Mediterranean-East  African  area  far  In 

excess  of  their  actual  numbers.  These  reports  were  one  factor  In  the 

paraiyaia  of  will  exhibited  by  the  forze  armate  leadership  that  spring 
.  n  6 

and  summer. 

On  a  more  fundemental  level,  however,  such  figures  were 

Irrelevant .  The  greatest  weakness  of  the  Italian  Intelligence  services 

lay  In  their  Inability  to  assess  the  information  they  received .  Whatever 

enemy  force  levels  were,  it  was  enemy  capabilities  and  intentions  that 

really  mattered,  with  a  total  of  only  some  750  men  In  Italy  In  1940 , 

even  SIM  lacked  the  resources  to  analyze  the  Intelligence  it  collected. 

Without  that  ability  It  was  too  easy  for  the  general  staffs  to  ignore  the 
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Intelligence  they  received  or  to  Interpret  it  as  they  cl>ose. 

By  June  1940,  a  number  of  Army ,  Air  Force  and ,  to  a  lesser  extent. 
Navy  commanders  had  worked  out  operational  concepts  consists  with 
Mussolini' s  strategy  of  dominating  the  Mediterranean.  But  the  wars  In 
East  At  r lea  at)d  Spain,  through  which  these  concepts  had  been  developed. 


373. 


so  exhausted  forze  a r mate  resources  as  to  prevent  the  1/mediate 
realization  of  these  concepts.  Furthermore ,  the  lack  of  an  effective 
combined  general  staff ,  fierce  interservice  rivalry ,  and  the 
concentration  of  such  coordinating  authority  as  existed  in  the  hands  of 
the  conservative  Badogllo ,  further  retarded  the  application  of  such 
doctrines . 

Through  careful  study  of  British ,  French  and  German  armored 

equipment  and  doctrine,  and  by  analyses  of  the  operations  In  Spain, 

Italian  armor  commanders  had  come  to  understand  the  requirements  for  the 

rapid  conquest  of  such  objectives  as  Yugoslavia  and  Bgypt.  In  1939-1940, 

however,  they  also  realized  their  units  lacked  the  equipment  and  training 
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to  carry  out  such  operations .  /It  the  sar<e  time,  the  Air  Force 

leadership  had  finally  accepted  the  need  for  dive  bombers ,  torpedo 

bombers.  Improved  medium  bombers  and  long  range  fighters,  with  all  the 

necessary  armament  and  training  necessary  to  prepare  their  crews  for 

operations  In  cooperation  with  the  Army  and  Navy.  But  neither  Industry 

nor  the  Air  Force  could  produce  or  deploy  such  aircraft  or  forces  In  the 

imned.late  future.  Nor ,  in  1939,  did  the  sudden  realization  of  the 

superiority  of  foreign  aircraft  designs  mean  that  Italy  could  quickly 

produce  equivalents .  Furthermore ,  the  Air  Force  had  not  shed  completely 

the  legacy  of  Douhet .  The  Reaia  Aeronautics  command  recognized  the 

necessity  for  avronaval  and  ground  support  operations  by  1939-1940 ,  But 

it  rejected  the  notion  of  close  coordination  or  operational  subordination 
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that  such  operations  required. 

The  Navy  General  Staff  realized  that  the  Reals  Marina  had  to 
dominate  the  central  Mediterranean  In  order  to  defend  Italian  communica¬ 
tions  and  the  coast,  to  keep  open  supply  lines  to  Libya  and  to  prevent 
the  Junction  of  enemy  fleets  from  the  two  ends  of  the  Mediterranean.  But 
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the  lack  of  aircraft  carriers  and  an  Independent  air  arm ,  and  the 
unexpected  advent  of  war  before  the  completion  of  the  battlefleet  limited 
the  Navy' 8  striking  power.  In  the  spring  of  1940 ,  the  Navy  planned  to 
rely  on  its  submarines.  Its  torpoda  craft,  and  its  untried  surface  and 
subsurface  assault  units  to  keep  at  bay  the  enemy's  naval  forces.  This, 
It  was  hoped,  would  allow  J  j  Reala  Marina  to  emerge  unscathed  from  the 
war  which  the  Reqlo  User  cl  to  would  win  for  Italy.  But  such  plans 
demanded  more  them  the  exhausted  Army  could  deliver,  while  placing  too 

many  hopes  on  the  performance  of  the  Navy's  all -too- fragile  lighter 
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vessels . 

More  serious  than  the  shortcomings  of  the  Individual  services' 

operational  concepts  was  the  lack  of  a  central  military  coordinating 

authority.  Army  forces  had  dominated  the  wars  in  Africa  and  Spain, 

imposing  through  their  preponderance  a  rough  coordination  on  the  other 

services.  But  a  war  for  domination  of  the  Mediterranean  would  place  the 

services  on  an  equal  political  level,  while  requiring  an  emphasis  on 

aeronaval  operation for  success.  Badogllo  lacked  both  a  true  general 

staff  and  the  statutory  authority  to  Impose  his  will  on  any  of  the 

services.  Furthermore ,  Badoylio  had  no  understanding  of  naval  operations 

and  little  appreciation  of  modern  air  warfare.  Those  operational 

concepts  Badogllo  did  enunciate  In  1939-1940  exhibited  an  extremely 

conservative  and  timid  approach  to  the  rare  opportunities  afforded  Italy 

by  the  International  situation .  As  a  result,  those  qualities  of 

imagination ,  daring,  and  aggressiveness  which  might  have  gained  Italy 

significant  victories  in  1940  were  totally  missing  from  the  plans  of  each 
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of  the  general  staffs.  Instead,  the  Italians  chose  passivity  In  the 
face  of  what  Badogllo  and  hla  associates  perceived  as  enemy  superiority . 
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This  reflected  their  belief  In  the  primacy  of  brute  force  in 

military  operations ,  which  the  Italian  armed  forces  had  demonstrated 

between  1918  and  1940.  It  had  been  domestic  opposition  and  mutiny  in  its 

own  ranks  which  had  prevented  the  Army  from  pitting  its  strength  against 

the  many  weaknesses  of  the  Albanian  insurgents  following  World  War  I. 
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The  Redo  Eserclto  evacuated  Valona  in  ignominy  in  August  1920. 

After  October  1922,  however ,  Mussolini  granted  his  commanders  license  to 

ruthlessly  exploit  enemy  vulnerabilities.  As  a  result,  the  colonial 

forces  were  much  more  successful  against  the  bedouin  of  Tripoli tanla  and 

the  warriors  of  Somalia  in  the  TVenties.  In  both  cases ,  the  Italians 

recognized  that  their  opponents'  weak  points  lay  in  their  tribal 

divisions ,  small  numbers,  technological  backwardness  and  reliance  on 

livestock  for  sustenance  and  transport.  The  Italians  responded  by 

employing  a  political  strategy  of  divide  et  lmoera ,  then  striking  their 

isolated  foes  and  their  herds  from  the  sea  and  air.  Ground  operations 

proved  more  difficult ,  since  financial  and  political  constraints 

prevented  the  use  of  Italian  conscript in  colonial  operations,  Ho/ietbe- 

less,  superior  firepower,  wielded  by  the  Italians'  Bast  African 
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mercenaries ,  overwhelmed  both  opponents  by  1927-1928, 

The  Senusl  of  Cyrenalca  proved  more  Intractable,  given  their  unity 
of  .leadership,  fervent  religious  convictions  and  caravan  supply  routes 
from  Egypt,  Only  after  the  Italians  penned  the  bedouin  population  in 
concentration  camps,  erected  on  Impenetrable  barbed  wire  barricade  along 
the  Cyrenaican -Egyptian  border  and  captured  and  hanged  the  brilliant 
guerrilla  leader  Omar  el  Muktar  did  Senusl  resistance  collapse  in 
December  1931. 

Ethiopia1 s  racial,  diplomatic  and  geographic  isolation  and  the 
disloyalty  of  many  of  Halle  Selassie's  vassals  left  Ethiopia  open  to 
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Italian  attack  in  193 5.  Furthermore,  due  to  tradition  and  the  feudal 

basis  of  his  authority,  the  emperor  could  not  adopt  large  scale  guerrilla 

warfare  to  harass  the  Invaders.  After  subverting  the  loyalty  of  the 

leaders  of  half  of  Ethiopia' s  potential  soldiers,  the  Italians  planned  to 

massacre  the  rest  of  Halle  Selassie's  massed  followers  with  bombs, 

artillery,  and  automatic  weapons  fire.  Hut  thanks  to  their  extraordinary 

mobility,  the  Ethiopians  caught  the  Italians  by  surprise,  nearly 

enveloped  Badogllo' a  army  In  the  north  and  twice  came  close  to  Inflicting 

a  second  Adua  on  the  aggressors ,  In  December  193 5 -January  1936.  only 

massive  barrages  of  mustard  gas  and  Incendiary  bombs,  which  channeled  the 

Ethiopians  In  to  killing  zones,  saved  the  Italians.  Thereafter,  Badogllo 

relied  on  poison  gaj  and  his  agile  Askar Is  to  push  the  em-eror ' s  northern 

armies  into  Italian  cannon  and  machine  gun  fire.  In  the  south,  Grazlanl 

discovered  that  che  terrain  of  the  Ogaden  desert  allowed  him  to 

concentrate  motorized  spearheads  to  punch  through  the  enemy’s  static 
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defenses,  already  weakened  by  unopposed  air  strikes. 

Despite  the  repatriation  of  most  Italian  forces  after  May  1936, 
Grazlanl,  the  new  viceroy  of  Ethiopia,  commanded  enough  Askarls  and  war 
planes  to  destroy  the  remnants  of  Halle  Selassie's  armies  by  early  1937. 
He  did  so  by  sending  multiple  columns  Into  the  mountains  of  central 
Ethiopia  to  locate  the  remaining  imperial  forces,  surround  them,  and  then 
annihilate  them  by  aerial  bombardment,  gassing,  and  strafing.  To 
compensate  for  his  slender  military  resources  In  East  Africa,  Mussolini 
gave  orders  for  the  Askarls  simultaneously  to  provision  themselves  and 
cow  the  newly  conquered  population  by  wholesale  looting  and  savage 
atrocl ties . 

Askarl  crimes  and  Grazlanl' s  hysterically  homicidal  reaction  to  an 
isolated  two-man  assassination  attempt  in  February  1937,  helped  provoke  a 
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massive  rebellion  in  central  Ethiopia  that  following  August.  The 

Italians  responded  with  the  same  ground  cordon  and  aerial  bombardment 

operations .  But  the  priority  Mussolini  gave  to  supporting  the  Spanish 

Nationalists  and  Italy's  limited  armaments  production  severely  restricted 

the  flow  of  munitions  and  gas  to  East  Africa.  At  the  same  time ,  new 

Ethiopian  leaders ,  thrust  forward  by  the  Insurgency ,  adopted  guerrilla 

warfare.  They  also  learned  camouflage  and  field  fortification  techniques 

from  Italian  Communist  veterans  of  the  International  Brigades, 

infiltrated  into  Ethiopia  by  the  Peuxiime  Bureau.  Despite  more  effective 

operations,  following  Grazlanl's  replacement  by  the  Duke  of  Aosta  in 

November  1937,  the  Italians  controlled  only  the  towns  and  roads  in 
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Ethiopia  by  the  time  of  their  entry  into  World  War  II. 

The  Italian's  greatest  contribution  to  Franco's  victory  was  the 

aggressive  impetus  they  imported  to  aeronaval  operations  against  the 

Spanish  Republic.  Italian  aircraft  drove  the  Republican  Navy  from  the 

Straits  of  Gibraltar  in  August  1936,  allowing  the  Nationalist  African 

Army  to  establish  Itself  in  southern  Spain.  itallem  aircraft  and  naval 

vessels  used  Majorca  to  Interdict  Soviet  shipping  heading  for  Republican 

Mediterranean  ports,  attack  coastal  shipping  and  the  ports  themselves  and 

cover  Italian  convoys  supplying  the  Nationalists .  Since  over  eighty 

percent  of  foreign  aid  which  departed  for  either  side  in  1936-1937 

travelled  by  sea,  these  operations  ensured  the  NationaJists  a  far  greater 

flow  of  supplies  than  the  Republicans  received  during  the  crucial  months 

of  the  war.  The  Republic  possessed  a  far  larger  navy  than  the 

Nationalists  when  the  war  began.  But  the  offensive  doctrine  practiced  by 

the  Italian  and  the  Nationalist  units  they  advised  proved  far  superior  to 
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the  passive  Soviet  naval  concept  of  "Proletarian*  convoy  escort. 
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Italian  Alt  Force  Intervention  eventually  granted  the  Nationalists 

air  superiority ,  leaving  the  Avlazlone  Lealonarla  free  to  test  both 

Doulet's  and  Hecozzl ' s  concepts  as  Rome  ordered.  These  experiments 

convinced  Valle ,  the  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff,  that  ground  support 

operations  would  defeat  the  Republic  more  quickly.  But  Valle's  powerful 

political  opponents  forced  him  to  continue  terror  bombing  and  Red  a 

Aeronaut! ca  operational  doctrine  remained  confused  In  Spain  and 
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afterwards . 

After  Guadalajara,  Italian  ground  force  commanders  learned  to  use 
their  superior  artillery,  ground  support  aircraft,  tanks,  and  trucks  to 
break  through  and  outflank  Republican  defenses.  Italian  artillery  and 
bombers  were  also  decisive  in  smashing  the  major  offensives  of  the  less 
well-endowed  Republicans .  But  these  methods  were  not  adopted  by  the 
Realo  Sserclto  as  a  whole. 

Italian  superiority  In  the  Invasion  of  Albania  in  April  1939  was  so 
overwhelming  that  an  examination  of  their  strengths  and  Albanian 
weaknesses  is  pointless 
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iv.  casual  ttf.ecttximz? 


Fallowing  world  War  I ,  the  Army  abandoned  its  tentative  efforts  to 

develop  Infiltration  tactics  and  returned  to  a  doctrine  modeled  on  the 

French  Army  tactics  of  1918.  By  the  late  Twenties,  however,  such  methods 

came  under  Increasing  attack  from  advocates  of  maneuver  warfare .  Even 

conservatives  recognized  that  the  Army  lacked  both  the  artillery  and 

organic  Infantry  firepower  to  support  the  tactics  that  they 
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advocated.  Between  1926  and  1936,  the  Army  created.  In  stages,  a 

new  tactical  doctrine  which  stressed  enhanced  Infantry  fire  power, 
limited  motorization,  light  Infantry  support  tanks,  aerial  bombing  In 
support  of  ground  operations,  and  maneuver.  The  War  Ministry  also 
prepared  plans  to  replace  Its  artillery,  which  was  largely  that  captured 

from  the  Austrians  In  1918-1919 .  However,  the  ministry  received  funding 
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only  for  prototype  construction. 

Despite  the  lack  of  sufficient  artillery  support ,  those  new  tactics 
proved  adequate  against  the  poorly-armod  Ethiopians  and  Spanish 
Republicans .  Nonetheless ,  the  Guadalajara  debacle,  though  hardly 
suffered  by  well-trained  troops,  underlined  doubts  already  raised  by 
analyses  of  the  Bast  African  campaign.  Italian  motorized  divisions 
proved  cumbersome  and  road-bound .  Non-motorlzed  Infantry  remained  wedded 
to  the  defensive  tactics  of  World  War  I  and  would  advance  only  after 
massive  artillery  barrages.  Infantry-artillery  coordination  was  poor. 

Italian  tanks  proved  flimsy,  ineffective  offensively  and  defensively ,  and 
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could  not  operate  Independently. 
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These  shortcomings  Induced  the  Army  leadership  to  promulgate  now 

tactics  In  1938.  The  centerpiece  of  the  new  doctrine  was  the  two 

Infantry  regiment  divlslone  binaria .  designed  for  easy  motor  transport  as 

an  attack  column,  Maneuver  and  control  of  medium  artillery  became  a 

corps  responsibility.  New  armored  doctrine ,  the  development  of  medium 

tanks  and  the  creation  of  armored  divisions  Introduced  mechanized  tactics 
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which  stressed  flanking  attacks  and  infiltration , 

In  many  cases ,  however,  the  tactics  actually  understood  and 
practiced  by  Army  combat  unit  commanders  on  the  eve  of  Nor  Id  Nar  Two  were 
quite  different.  After  little  development  between  2929  and  1934,  Army 
tactics  were  revised  twice  between  193 5  and  1938:  by  Balstrocchl' s 
ouerra  dl  movlmento  concepts  of  1935-1936,  followed  by  Parlanl's  querra 
de  rapldo  cor so  theories  of  1937-1938.  Given  the  huge  expansion  of  the 
Army  In  1939-1940,  the  eighteen  months  between  the  promulgation  of 
Parlanl's  new  doctrine  and  Italian  Intervention  In  World  War  Two  allowed 
scant  time  for  tactical  reindoctrination  and  practical  application. 

Three  prototypes  of  the  divlslone  binaria.  the  centerpiece  of 
Parlanl's  new  tactics,  fought  In  Ethiopia  and  another  in  Spain.  Despite 
official  pronouncements ,  these  divisions  had  not  proven  tholr  worth. 
Certainly  they  had  not  provided  many  officers  with  the  chance  to  learn 
the  characteristics  of  such  divisions  In  battle.  Neither  Balstrocchl  nor 
Pariani  ever  directed  the  operations  of  any  divisions  In  Africa  or  Spain 
and  few  of  their  staff  planners  commanded  units  In  either  campaign.  Yet 
these  men  Imposed  their  tactical  concepts  and  the  divlslone  binaria  on 
the  Army.  Few  officers  who  served  In  Ethiopia  fought  in  Spain ,  either  to 
carry  their  tactical  experience  Into  the  other  conflict  or  to  build  upon 
it.  The  long  combat  tours  of  the  officers  actually  sent  to  Spain 


produced  few  veterans  to  bring  that  war's  lessons  back  to  the  rest  of  the 
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Realo  Eserclto.  Finally,  the  majority  of  the  Junior  reserve  officers 

mobilized  In  1939-1940  had  no  combat  experience,  while  their  seniors  who 

did  had  last  seen  action  in  1918.  The  range  of  contradictory  combat  and 

training  experience  within  the  Army  officer  corps  in  1939-1940 ,  combined 

with  the  highly  disruptive  change-over  to  the  dlvislone  binaria ,  created 

the  preconditions  for  the  tactical  disasters  of  the  Alpine, 
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Greek- Albanian ,  and  cyrenalcan  campaigns. 

Many  useful  tactical  lessons  had  been  taught  by  the  Ethiopian  and 

Spanish  Wars.  Foremost  was  the  need  for  the  close  coordination  of 

infantry,  artillery,  armor  and  alrpower.  But  the  Realo  Eserclto  lacked 

the  means  to  disseminate  these  concepts  to  its  recently  activated  reserve 

officers  and  NCOS ,  between  September  1939  and  June  1940.  In  any  case, 

the  Army  simply  did  not  possess  the  weaponry  and  equipment  needed  to 

148 

apply  the  particularly  relevant  lessons  of  the  war  In  Spain . 

With  far  less  combat  experience  than  either  the  Army  or  Air  Force, 

the  Wavy  had  few  guidelines  for  the  modification  of  its  tactical  doctrine 

during  the  Inter war  period.  Furthermore,  deprived  of  its  own  air 

squadrons  after  1923  and  forbidden  to  acquire  aircraft  carriers,  the  Navy 

lacked  the  opportunity  to  develop  the  techniques  of  aeronaval  warfare 

The  Norm  d'lmpleao  per  le  azlonl  aeto-navall  of  1934  specified  that  the 

naval  high  command  would  merely  Inform  its  Air  Force  counterparts  of 

proposed  combat  operations  and  ship  movements.  The  Air  General  Staff 

would  then  decide  whether  or  when  to  intervene  in  naval  actions  on  a 
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completely  Independent.  basis.  There  were  few  Navy-Air  Force 

exercises  in  the  years  1923-1940  and  those  held  resulted  In  little 

progress  toward  effective  coordination ,  As  a  result,  although  the  Navy 

entered  World  War  II  In  a  far  better  material  condition  than  the  Army  or 
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Air  Force,  Its  obsolescent  doctrine  largely  negated  this  advantage . 
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The  basic  premise  underlying  Italian  naval  tactics  was  that  In  the 
event  of  war  the  Rod  a  Marina  would  not  only  face  initiaily  stronger 
opponents  but  also  ones  more  capable  of  replacing  losses  than  Italy. 
Therefore ,  Italian  surface  vessels  were  to  avoid  action  except  when 
enjoying  a  clear  advantage.  In  theory ,  the  stress  on  speed  In  the  design 
of  Italian  warships  would  give  them  the  option  to  choose  or  avoid 
combat.  Further  restrictions  on  action  derived  from  poor  radio 
capability  and  the  lack  of  radar  and  naval  aircraft. 

Night  action  was  prohibited  to  all  but  torpedo  craft.  Destroyers 
were  largely  limited  to  scouting  and  anti-aircraft  assignments  for  the 
battlefleet.  Convoys  would  be  escorted  by  only  light  forces.  The 
battlefleet  would  intervene  In  case  of  enemy  attack  only  under  favorable 
circumstances .  Great  stress  was  placed  on  the  defensive  use  of  minefields 
and  smokescreens.  However,  Inadequate  mine  production  and  the  poor 
quality  of  Italian  designs  prevented  the  Redo  Marina  from  taking  Advant¬ 
age  of  the  opportuntles  offered  by  Italian  geography  for  mine  warfare, 

Little  attention  was  paid  to  submarine/ surface  ship  coordination 
for  fear  of  attacks  on  friendly  vessels.  In  general ,  both  submarine  and 
antisubmarine  tactics  remained  those  of  1917-1918.  Submarine  tactics 
stressed  submerged  attacks  by  stationary  boats  lying  In  ambush ,  as  In  the 

"Pirate  Submarine "  campaign  of  1937 .  Night  surface  attacks ,  wolf packs , 
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and  the  concept  of  maneuver  were  not  envisioned.  In  short,  the  Navy 
adopted  tactics  aimed  at  survival,  not  conquest ,  Ironically  they  ensured 
the  Regia  Marina's  defeat  by  a  fleet  that  employed  aircraft ,  surface 
vessels  and  submarines  In  a  coordinated,  aggressive  fashion. 

Three  major  factors  shaped  Italian  air  tactics  In  the  lnterwar 
period:  the  Influence  of  Douhet' s  theories,  the  expectation,  until 

1935-1936 ,  that  the  next  major  war  would  be  waged  against  France  and 
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Yugoslavia;  and  the  technical  limitations  of  the  aircraft  industry,  The 

result  was  the  conviction ,  reinforced  by  air  maneuvers  between  2931  and 

1935,  that  unescorted  medium  bombers  could  penetrate  enemy  air  defenses 

and  wreak  huvoc  on  his  cities  with  gas  and  incendiaries.  The  development 

of  accurate  bombing  techniques  and  fighter  escorts  seemed  unimportant. 

Furthermore,  industry  had  failed  to  develop  the  powerful  engines  needed 

for  strategic  bombers  and  long  range  fighters.  Weak  engines ,  however, 

necessitated  trimotor  medium  bombers ,  This  precluded  the  positioning  of 

the  bombardier  and  bomb  sight  In  the  aircraft' s  nose  and  made  accurate 

149 

bombing  difficult  In  any  case. 

The  stress  on  bombers  delayed  the  development  of  Italian  fighter 

aircraft  until  the  late  Twenties.  When  they  appeared,  they  were  highly 

maneuverable,  lightly  armed  biplane  Interceptors  for  the  defense  of 

Italian  cities  against  enemy  retaliation  raids ,  Since  these  aircraft 

were  designed  to  attack  bombers,  Italian  fighter  tactics  stressed 

Individual  acrobatics ,  enabling  the  Interceptor  pilot  to  gain  favorable 

firing  positions  against  his  less  maneuverable  opponent.**0 

Reel  a  Aeronautics  combat  experience  offered  few  lessons  to  alter 

these  tactics  until  the  late  Thirties.  Italian  gas  and  Incendiary 

techniques,  however  Inaccurate,  proved  effective  against  undefended 

Ethiopian  towns.  The  small  high  explosive  Italian  bombs  worked  well  on 

African  villages  built  of  adobe  or  warriors  Ignorant  of  field 

fortifications .  The  Spanish  War  did  raise  disturbing  questions  about 

erratic  bombing  patterns,  ineffective  bombs ,  and  outmoded  fighter 
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tactics.  But  the  final  victory  obscured  these  warnings. 

Given  the  greater  stress  on  fighter  aircraft  by  the  Reel  a 
Aeronautica  after  early  1939,  the  failure  to  develop  new  tactics  from 
combat  experience  In  Spain  had  particularly  serious  consequences. 
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Italian  fighter  units  entered  the  Spanish  civil  war  employing  classic 
World  War  One  dogfight  tactics.  The  extraordinary  maneuverability  of 
their  biplane  fighters  and  the  long  range  of  their  12. 7  lm  machine  guns 
allowed  the  Italians  to  disregard  their  aircraft  design  weaknesses:  low 
speed ,  no  radloa  and  light  armament.  Yet,  side-by-side  with  the 
Avl azi one  Led om.rl a ,  the  Condor  Legion's  pilots  developed  the  * Finger 
Four "  formation  and  " hit  and  run*  tactics  made  possible  by  the  Germans' 
radio-equipped ,  faster  and  more  heavily  armed  Hessetschmi tts .  In  the 
war's  last  months,  the  deployment  of  a  few,  more  modern  all-metal  Italian 
monoplane  fighters  to  Spain  opened  their  pilots'  eyes.  These  flyers 
returned  to  Italy  convinced  that  the  new  German  tactics  were  unquestion¬ 
ably  superior  for  the  new  fighters.  But  the  continued  production  of 
Italian  biplane  fighters  and  the  dominance  within  Red  a  Aeronautics 
squadrons  of  the  veterans  who  had  flown  them  in  Spain  stifled  tactical 
innovation,  Throughout  World  War  II,  despite  the  appearance  of  excellent 

modern  Italian  fighters  after  1940,  Regia  Aeronautlca  fighter  pilot 

152 

training  continued  to  instill  biplane  tactics. 

Nonetheless,  the  growing  possibility  after  1934  that  the  Regia 
Aeronautlca  would  eventually  confront  the  British  forces  over  the 
expanses  of  the  Mediterranean  and  In  Africa  had  forced  some  tactical 
re-evaluation .  In  addition,  Balbo' s  replacement  by  Valle  as  Air  Force 
head  lessened  the  influence  of  Douhet.  Between  1933  and  1936,  Valle 
encouraged  the  development  of  ground  attack,  dive  bombing,  and  torpedo 
bombing  techniques.  But  the  end  of  the  Mediterranean  Crisis  eased  the 
fear  of  an  imminent  clash  with  Britain.  Renewed  Air  Force  fears  of 
subservience  to  the  other  services  raised  barriers  against  tactics  based 
on  interservico  cooperation.  The  Air  Force  returned  to  its  stress  on 
high  level  bombing  against  land  and  sea  targets.  Design  of  a  long  range 
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strategic  bomber ,  a  dive  bomber  and  metal  monoplane  fighters  did  begin  In 

1936-1937.  But  development  was  painfully  slow  due  to  the  diversion  of 

Mr  Force  and  Industrial  resources  caused  by  the  Spanish  Far.  Few  of  the 

new  aircraft  appeared  in  time  to  allow  the  working-out  of  new  air  tactics 

before  World  Wax  II.  Those  new  aircraft  that  did  become  available  In 
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1939-1940  proved  rather  disappointing  in  any  case. 

In  late  1939,  growing  realization  by  the  Mr  Staff  of  their 
service's  qualitative  and  quantitative  Inferiority  to  the  Royal  Air  Force, 
and  of  the  problems  Imposed  by  fuel  shortages,  prompted  them  to  adopt 
some  tactical  expedients.  The  Regia  Aeronautica  assumed  a  defensive 
tactical  stance  Co  save  fuel  and  aircraft.  Since  the  majority  of  Italian 
fighters  were  obsolete  biplanes,  flown  by  pilots  trained  In  the  old 
tactics,  the  latter  were  ordered  to  restrict  operations  to  combat  air 
patrols  over  their  airfields,  ground  Installations  and  advancing  Army 

coluims.  Bombers  were  limited  to  unescorted  high  level  daylight  raids  in 
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good  weather. 

But  the  Inhibitions  Imposed  by  material  shortcomings  were  not  the 
major  restraint  on  Italian  air  tactics  after  June  1940t  Rather,  the  real 
key  to  Reel  a  Aeronautica  paralysis  lay  in  its  failure  to  adopt  a  coherent 
operational  doctrine  in  concert  with  the  other  services.  Prlcolo' s 
last-minute  decision  to  coordinate  Air  Force  operations  with  those  of  the 
Army  and  Navy  meant  little  without  the  years  of  tactical  and  Interservice 
training  necessary  to  Implement  such  a  policy.  As  a  result  of  this 
failure,  from  the  outset  of  Italian  Intervention  in  the  Second  World 
War,  the  Regia  Aeronautica  surrendered  the  initiative  to  its  opponents . 155 

The  degree  to  which  each  of  the  Italian  armed  services  stressed 
surprise  and  the  seizure  of  opportunities  in  its  tactics  was  largely 
Irrelevant  in  the  Interwar  period.  The  deficiencies  previously  cited  in 
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Italian  communications ,  intelligence,  transport,  reconnaissance  and 

Integration  of  arms  rendered  such  concepts  largely  Inapplicable  against 

other  modern  forces,  on  the  other  hand,  Italian  technical  superiority 

over  the  Libyans,  Somalis  and  Ethiopians  allotted  the  use  of  surprise  in 

the  form  of  sudden  attack  by  aircraft  and,  in  particular,  through  the  use 

of  poison  gas.156  In  Spain,  however,  thanks  to  the  tactical  innovations 

Introduced  by  Balstrocchl ,  and  the  weaknesses  of  the  Republicans ,  the 

Army  did  show  some  ability  at  the  rapid  exploitation  of  opportunities. 

This  was  particularly  evident  In  the  Aragon  and  Catalan  Campaigns  where 

the  Italians  demonstrated  some  comprehension  of  the  rudiments  of 
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mechanized  warfare.  Thereafter,  these  tactical  concepts  were  held 

up  for  emulation  by  the  entire  Army  and  were  proclaimed  as  official 
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doctrine  by  Parianl .  But  the  more  proclamation  of  doctrine  baaed  on 

speed  and  dating  had  little  practical  effect.  In  the  absence  of  the 

necessary  equipment.,  training  and  command  structure,  such  concepts 
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remained  simply  empty  words. 

on  the  eve  of  Italian  Intervention  In  world  war  II,  the  other 
services  were  even  more  cautious  and  fitted  their  tactics  to  their 
self -acknowledged  material  deficiencies .  In  the  case  of  the  Wavy 
command,  this  attitude  arose  from  its  lack  of  aircraft  carriers  and 
aircraft,  and  Its  refusal  to  risk  Its  major  warships  In  battle.  For  the 
Air  Force  General  Staff,  the  decision  to  adopt  defensive  tactics  sprang 
both  from  Its  recognition  of  the  Inferiority  of  Italian  aircraft  and  from 
doctrinal  confusion.  For  both  services,  extreme  caution  appeared  the 
best  means  to  Insure  their  survival . 160 

The  efforts  by  the  Army  high  command  to  Inculcate  a  new  tactical 
doctrine  based  on  daring  and  initiative  also  foundered  on  the  rock  of 
military  conservatism.  Despite  the  Fascist  regime's  totalitarian 
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pretensions ,  Its  efforts  to  create  a  new  social  hierarchy  and  political 
system,  based  on  merit,  popular  consensus  and  charismatic  leadership,  had 
little  Influence  on  the  largely  monarchist  officer  corps.  The  rigid 
distinctions  among  conscripts,  NCO's ,  junior  and  senior  officers,  which 
the  Reaio  Eserclto  Inherited  from  the  Armata  sarda >  remained  firm  during 
the  interwar  period.  Far  more  than  material  shortcomings  these  attitudes 
weakened  the  Army  by  preventing  the  growth  of  trust ,  communication  and 
mutual  comprehension  necessary  for  mental  and  tactical  flexibility  on  the 
battlefield.161 

The  military  leadership's  lack  of  concern  for  the  morale  and 

well-being  of  the  enlisted  men  stood  In  blatant  contrast  to  the  care 

lavished  on  the  officer  corps.  Most  troops  lived  In  decayed,  filthy 

quarters,  dressed  in  ill-fitting  uniforms  and  subsisted  on  wretched 
rations.  Provided  with  neither  mess  halls  nor  even  plates  and  glasses, 
they  consumed  their  meager  meals  from  mess  tins,  standing  or  squatting  In 
the  courtyards  of  their  barracks.  They  sweltered  In  their  wool  uniforms 
In  summer ,  which  nonetheless  offered  them  Inadequate  protection  against 
the  rain  and  snow  of  winter.  The  bad  quality  of  Army  boots  was 

notorious.  Army  health  services  were  rudimentary,  discipline  and 
punishment  harsh,  while  Army  pay  reduced  conscripts  to  penury.  As  the 
Army  swelled  from  2S0,000  men  in  the  Twenties  to  1.2  million  In  late 
1939,  these  conditions  grew  even  worse. 

Officers  had  little  contact  with  their  men  and  usually  dealt  with 
them  through  the  Ignorant,  brutal  NCO  corps.  While  Italian  officers'  pay 
was  less  than  that  enjoyed  by  their  British  and  French  counterparts,  the 
lower  Italian  cost  of  living  made  an  Italian  officer's  life  quite 
comfortable,  particularly  during  the  Depression..  Excellent  officers’ 
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messes,  military  servants,  and  custom  tailored  uniforms  reflected  these 
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advantages .  By  the  late  Thirties ,  many  Junior  officers  had  come  to 

recognize  that  these  disparities  had  a  serious  effect  on  military 

efficiency.  But  rivalry  with  and  disdain  for  the  Fascist  Mil;',  tin.  which 

fostered  a  far  more  egalitarian  off leer -enlisted  relationship,  made 

reform  difficult.  The  Army's  senior  officers  insisted  on  the  retention 
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of  their  privileges,  arguing  that  discipline  depended  on  them. 

To  these  ongoing  problems  was  added  the  total  reorganization  of  the 

Army's  infantry  divisions  from  a  three  infantry  regiment  to  a  two 

Infantry  regiment  structure,  beginning  In  December  1938.  The  disruption 

of  all  corps,  divisions  and  divisional  artillery  regiments  occurred 

simultaneously  with  the  imposition  of  new  tactical  doctrine.  While  these 

changes  were  absorbed  relatively  easily  by  the  new  mechanized  6th  Army 

being  organized  in  the  Po  Valley ,  the  effect  on  the  mass  of  the  Army  was 

severely  destabilizing,  in  the  long  run,  unit  cohesion  (If  nothing  else ) 

might  have  benefit  ted  from  the  recreation  of  the  Army's  old  two  regiment 

infantry  brigades,  whose  traditions  played  the  same  role  in  fostering 

military  pride  as  did  the  British  Army's  regiments .  But  coming  as  it  did 

just  prior  to  Italian  entry  Into  the  world  war,  this  dras  ic  rearrange - 
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ment  only  upset  further  the  application  of  the  new  tactical  system. 

The  ultimate  source  of  the  inefficiency  of  the  Italian  Army , 
however,  lay  In  the  Inadequate  training  of  its  officers  and  men.  Well 
trained  troops,  led  by  competent  coimanders,  can  perform  extraordinary 
feats  with  poor  arms  and  equipment.  But  the  finest  weapons  are  virtually 
useless  In  the  hands  of  a  badly  Instructed  army.  Suffering  from  grave 
deficiences  in  both  training  and  material,  the  Real o  Eserci to  entered 
World  War  II  virtually  predestined  for  disaster. 

During  the  lnterwar  period,  troop  training  was  very  poor .  Except 
for  the  years  between  November  1919  and  January  1923,  when  It  was  reduced 
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to  only  eight  months ,  obligatory  military  service  lasted  for  eighteen 
months.  Conscripts  received  their  training  from  the  regiments  to  which 
they  were  assigned .  This  consisted  mostly  of  close  order  drill  and  the 
care  of  personal  equipment ,  punctuated  by  frequent  inspections. 
Beginning  in  1928,  (Jgo  Cavallero,  then  War  Undersecretary,  introduced  a 
heavy  emphasis  on  sports,  gymnastics,  and  obstacle  course  training. 
Under  Balstxocchi,  in  an  attempt  to  improve  mobility  despite  the  shortage 
of  motor  vehicles,  the  troops  were  subjected  to  a  regimen  of  long  foot 
marches  at  a  very  brisk  pace. 

Italy's  mountainous  terrain  placed  a  premium  on  arable  land  and 
deprived  the  Army  of  sufficient  areas  for  weapons  training  and 
maneuvers,  AS  a  result,  tl>e  recruits  received  very  little  Instruction  in 
live  firing  or  tactics.  Combined  arms  training  was  neglected.  Tactical 
exercises  followed  minutely  choreographed  scripts,  meant  to  teach  the 
officer  observers  rather  than  the  troop  participants .  This  was  particu¬ 
larly  true  of  the  annual  maneuvers,  held  in  late  August,  used  for  both 
the  culmination  of  recruit  training  and  as  refresher  courses  for  the 
reserves.  Each  command  level  discouraged  initiative  by  subordinates 
during  these  affairs  and  unexpected  problems  usually  produced  total 
confusion,  to  the  general  amusement  of  foreign  observers  .  *  * 

Following  the  Initial  two  months  of  basic  training,  the  best 
conscripts  were  selected  as  junior  NCO  candidates  at  corps  level 
schools.  However,  these  schools  suffered  from  lack  of  Instructors  and 
equipment .  After  four  and  a  half  months,  successful  trainees  were 
promoted  to  corporal.  The  best  of  those  new  NCO' s  received  another  three 
and  a  half  months  schooling ,  followed  by  promotion  to  sergeant.  Host  of 
these  junior  NCO' s  left  the  Army  with  their  conscript  classes,  since  the 
minimal  fay,  Jack  of  responsibility  and  low  prestige  of  even  senior  NCO' s 


made  sue h  careers  very  unattractive,  An  a  result,  the  Army  suffered  from 

a  chronic  shortage  of  staff  NCO'a  for  recruit  and  Junior  NCO  training. 

Adding  to  the  problem  was  the  frequent  commissioning  of  the  best  HCO's, 

due  to  the  Army's  lack  of  career  Junior  officers.  In  January  1940,  as 

the  Army  prepared  to  enter  World  War  XI ,  it  instituted  a  crash  program  to 

produce  junior  NCO's.  But  this  had  iittle  effect  by  the  time  Italy 
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Intervened  in  the  conflict . 

While  the  performance  of  the  Italian  Infantry  suffered  as  a  result 

of  these  training  deflclences ,  the  skills  level  of  the  other  branches  of 

the  Army  declined  even  further  with  the  approach  of  World  War  II.  Lack 

of  equipment  for  training  purposes  and  of  instructors  led  to  a  disastrous 

shortage  of  artillerymen ,  drivers ,  mechanics,  radio  operators  and 

specialists  of  all  kinds .  At  a  time  when  the  Army  was  adopting 

mechanized  tactics  and  restructuring  its  divisions  accordingly,  it 
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possessed  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  necessary  trained  personnel. 

In  1926,  the  War  Ministry  dismissed  3400  of  its  7100  career 
lieutenants ,  in  order  to  save  the  positions  of  more  senior  officers,  at  a 
time  of  severe  financial  retrenchment.  Thereafter,  until  Balstrocchl ‘ s 
promotion  law  of  1934,  the  Army  relied  entirely  on  reserve  officers  for 
second  lieutenants.  A  select  group  of  these  were  offered  places  in  the 
Modena  and  Turin  military  academies,  the  graduates  of  which  received 
promotion  to  first  lieutenant.  However,  the  average  second  lieutenant 
served  only  seven  months  on  active  duty,  after  an  eleven  month  training 
course.  These  reserve  officers  were  unlikely  to  receive  any  further 
training  until  call-up  in  the  event  of  national  emergency. 

The  huge  expansion  of  the  Army  beginning  in  193 5  required  a  v*nt 
Increase  In  the  number  of  Junior  officers,  which  neither  the  academies 
nor  the  existing  reserve  officer  training  courses  could  supply.  The 
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academies  returned  to  their  old  system  of  accepting  cadets  directly  from 

civilian  life  and  graduating  them  as  second  lieutenants.  The  already 

inadequate  reserve  officer  training  courses  were  accelerated,  ultimately 

being  reduced  to  three  months  by  1940.  The  creation  of  the  new  binary 

divisions  forced  the  hasty  promotion  of  career  captains  and  majors, 

leaving  the  commands  of  companies ,  batteries  and  battalions  to  mobilized 

reservists  or  jumped-up  lieutenants.  By  the  spring  of  1940,  93%  of  the 

Army's  officers  were  reservists  or  recently  promoted  SCO's,  whose 

training  time  Parlanl  had  drastically  reduced  to  obtain  funds  for 

purchasing  equipment.  As  one  military  critic  noted,  by  late  1939  even 

the  Polish  Army  had  more  career  officers  and  NCO’s  than  the  Redo 
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The  Scuolg  dl  guerra ,  closed  during  World  War  I,  reopened  In  1919 
with  special  two  year  courses  for  captains,  majors  and  lieutenant 
colonels  promoted  during  the  war.  In  1923 ,  the  school  resumed  Its 
regular  three  year  course  for  those  first  lieutenants  and  captains  deemed 
suitable  for  service  on  the  General  Staff  and  likely  to  win  promotion  to 
general  rank.  While  the  1936  regulations  for  the  School  (renamed  the 
Iptl tuto  superlore  dl  guerra)  emphasized  that  Its  role  was  to  create  "men 
of  action the  curriculum  was  hardly  designed  to  teach  even  the 
rudiments  of  guerra  dl  rapldo  cor so.  Classroom  study  greatly  outweighed 
the  time  allotted  to  field  exercises.  Bqultation  and  fencing  received 
far  greater  emphasis  than  Instruction  In  tactics  and  the  employment  of 
arms.  The  School's  view  of  modern  warfare  may  be  deduced  from  the 
explanation  of  the  1936  regulations  on  the  purpose  of  Instruction  In 
swordsmanship: "  to  place  (officers)  in  condition  to  use  the  sword  and  the 
saber  In  the  assault,  properly  and  with  an  aggressive  attitude."  Nor  did 


the  School  prepare  its  graduates  for  cooperation  with  Italy's  major  ally. 
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In  the  spring  of  1940 ,  among  its  approximately  eighty  students ,  no  one 

coul/  speak  adequate  German .  Only  five  or  six  were  oven  studying  the 

,  168 
language. 

Nonetheless,  even  in  1939-1940 ,  the  situation  was  not  hopeless . 

Had  the  army  concentrated  its  resources,  It  could  have  manned ,  equipped 

and  trained  properly  a  mechanized  corps  of  two  or  three  divisions,  in 

four  months,  such  methods  had  whipped  into  shape  the  Corvo  di  Truppe 

Vol  on  Carle,  after  the  humiliation  of  Guadalajara,  and  prepared  the  corps 

for  its  later  victories .  If  tlte  veterans  of  the  Ogaden ,  Aragon ,  and 

Catalonia  Campaigns  had  keen  forged  into  a  striAe  force  and  deployed  in 

Cyrenalca  at  the  outbreak  of  the  war ,  with  the  ISO  medium  tanks  and  l'/O 

modern  artillery  pieces  available  by  mld-1940,  the  Redo  Baer  cl  to  could 

169 

have  mounted  a  successful  Invasion  of  Egypt. 

Instead,  Parianl  divided  his  scanty  resources  among  Northern  Italy, 
Albania  and  Libya,  while  preaching  fantasies  of  lightning  war  to  an  Army 
untrained  and  unequipped  even  by  the  standards  of  1917-1918.  His 
successors,  the  triumvirate  of  Grazlanl ,  Soddu  and  Roatta,  simply 
reinforced  this  dispersion  of  forces.  As  the  result,  in  June  1940,  the 
Roolo  Eserclto  was  prepared  only  for  a  footmarch  to  catastrophe . 

For  the  Navy,  the  failure  to  engage  in  fleet  operations  during  the 
First  world  War  left  it  with  little  combat  experience  on  which  to  build. 
Nonetheless,  after  1918,  the  sailors  of  the  Reaia  Marina  enjoyed  far 
better  training  for  war  than  Italy's  soldiers.  After  1934,  however,  as 
the  size  of  the  fleet  swelled,  the  Navy  suffered  from  paucity  of  officers 
and  petty  officers.  While  this  shortage  sprang  from  the  wise  decision 
not  to  lower  the  Navy's  high  standards,  training  ashore  and  afloat 
suffered ,  In  particular ,  the  need  to  provide  sufficient  Instructors  for 
the  Navy's  schools  and  to  train  the  augmented  numbers  of  recruits  left 


393, 


the  small  officer  corps  considerably  less  opportunity  for  sea  duty. 
Frequent  reassignments  led  to  fatigue  and  insufficient  familiarization 
Kith  new  equipment. 

More  serious  were  deficiencies  in  certain  types  of  training ,  due  to 

technical  backwardness.  Inadequate  searchlights  and  the  lack  of  radar 

led  to  the  suicidal  decision  to  neglect  night  combat  exercises . 

Inefficient  weapons  and  equipment  restricted  the  scope  of  antisubmarine 

training.  Rivalry  with  the  Air  Force  and  poor  air-sea  communications 

severely  handicapped  aeronaval  maneuvers.  While  surface  and  antiaircraft 

gunnery  practice ,  per  se,  was  respectable,  bad  ordnance  had  a  severe 
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effect  on  accuracy. 

In  general,  however,  the  Regia  Marina  expended  far  less  of  its 
resources  In  the  Africa  and  Spanish  wars  than  the  Army  or  Air  Force, 
while  gaining  considerable  experience  and  confidence  from  the  latter 
conflict.  As  a  resuit,  the  Navy  was  the  best  prepared  of  the  forze 
armate  in  June  1940. 

The  new  Regia  Aeronautlca  had  to  wait  until  Balbo's  appointment  as 
Air  Undersecretary  in  November  1926  to  acquire  a  consistent  pattern  of 
training .  fiaiho  curtailed  the  Individualism  which  had  characterized 
Italian  pilots  since  World  War  One,  to  stress  formation  flying,  group 
aerobatics ,  navigation ,  and  discipline.  Ending  the  practice  of  combat, 
training  for  new  flyers  In  their  first  operational  squadron,  Balbo 
established  central  flying  schools  for  bomber  and  fighter  pilots. 
Beginning  in  1931,  he  ordered  bomber  and  fighter  pilots  to  undertake 
familiarization  flights  in  each  others'  aircraft,  These  policies 
continued  after  November  1933,  under  Balbo's  successor ,  Valle. 

But  Balbo's  transoceanic  propaganda  flights  and  Valle's  constant 
bids  for  new  air  records  both  consumed  excessive  amounts  of  resources, 
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As  a  result,  the  Regia  Aeronaut! ca  seriously  neglected  the  more  mundane 
but  vital  matters  of  bad  weather  and  night  flying,  as  well  as  gunnery 
training. 

The  Air  Force  also  failed  to  train  sufficient  numbers  of 
well -qualified  pilots.  Regular  officer,  reservist  and  NCO  pilots  were 
all  instructed  at  the  Air  Academy  of  Caserta,  after  it  opened  in  October 
1926.  Caserta  gave  its  student  flyers  only  70  hours  of  flight  time 
before  they  earned  their  wings.  But  the  academy  managed  to  expand  its 
production  of  pilots  from  some  40  annually  in  the  Twenties  to  about  ISO 
in  the  mid  Thirties  Co  approximately  2S0  on  the  eve  of  World  War  XI. 
Nonetheless,  during  the  crises  of  1935-1936  and  1939-1940,  the  Reel  a 
Aeronautics  found  itself  desperately  short  of  pilots.  The  high  cost  of 
avlat:lon  fuel  j.p  Italy,  the  shortage  of  airfields  due  to  Italy's 
mountainous  terrain  and  Mussolini's  Insistence  on  planting  every  level 
space  with  wheat,  and  Insufficient  numbers  of  warplanes  all  Inhibited  the 
refresher  training  of  reserve  pilots.  A  crash  program  did  create  some 
1500  new  reserve  pilots  In  1939-1940.  But  most  had  flown  only  civilian 
aircraft  and  proved  of  little  Immediate  use  to  the  Air  Force.  Thus,  the 
Regia  Aeronaut  lea  entered  World  War  Two  with  a  core  of  fine  regular 
pilots,  supplemented  by  some  good  reserve  veterans  of  Ethiopia  and  Spain, 
and  a  mass  of  drones  unprepared  for  combat. 

The  Italians  paid  dearly  for  their  lack  of  well  trained  pilots  By 

mid-October  1940 ,  even  before  the  opening  of  the  Greek  campaign  and  the 

British  counteroffensive  In  North  Africa,  the  Air  Force  had  already  lost 

1500  warplanes  and  many  of  Its  best  pilots.  As  a  consequence,  the 

terrible  defeats  which  the  forze  armate  were  to  suffer  on  land  and  sea  in 

the  five  months  following  Mussolini's  attack  on  Greece  were  greatly 
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aggravated  by  lack  of  effective  Italian  air  cover. 
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Italian  history  and  culture  shaped  Its  military  Institutions . 
Italy's  armed  forces  grew  from  the  Piedmontese  Army  which.  In  a  rapid 
succession  of  wars  between  1859  and  1870 ,  united  the  peninsula  by  force. 
During  previous  centuries,  however ,  Piedmont  had  expanded  slowly, 
nibbling  away  at  one  or  another  neighbor's  territory,  under  the  aegis  of 
an  alliance  with  France  or  Austria.  Piedmont's  ruling  family  had 
developed  strong  traditions  of  prudence  and  conservatism  and  had 
Inculcated  these  attitudes,  along  with  deep  dynastic  loyalty,  into  its 
officer  corps.  Cavoux's  unexpected,  lightning  success  In  creating  the 
Kingdom  of  Italy,  through  a  combination  of  brilliant,  opportunistic 
diplomacy  and  ruthless  aggression ,  was  a  startling  exception  to  previous 
Piedmontese  history.  But  Cavour's  successors,  the  prime  ministers  of  the 
newly  united  Italy,  longed  to  imitate  his  example. 

After  1870 ,  however,  Italy  discovered  Itself  to  be  an  Impoverished 
nation  and  one  deeply  divided  along  preunification  boundaries.  The 
government  used  the  Peolo  Baer cl  to  to  hold  the  fractious  state  together 
and  encouraged  the  Army's  Piedmontese  traditions  as  gulte  appropriate  to 
its  role  as  national  policeman. 

At  the  same  time,  the  opening  of  the  Suez  Canal ,  the  shift  of  the 
national  capital  to  Rome  and  the  influx  of  southerners  Into  the  political 
and  military  systems  transformed  the  consciousness  of  the  Italian  leader¬ 
ship.  Italy  constructed  a  sizeable  navy  and  began  Imperial  expansion 
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into  the  Mediterranean  and  Africa.  The  sudden  outbreak  of  World  War 
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One  seemed  to  offer  the  opportunity  to  repeat  Cavour's  triumph  on  a 
grander  scale,  to  establish  Italy  as  a  truly  great  power,  But  the  dismal 
performance  of  the  forze  armate  In  combs t ,  Italy's  marked  dependence  on 
its  allies  for  economic  support  and  the  relatively  meager  rewards 
gathered  at  the  peace  table  were  more  reminiscent  of  the  dynastic  wars 
Piedmont  had  waged  In  the  17th  and  18th  Centuries,  The  consequent 
frustrations,  particularly  within  the  officer  corps,  played  a  large  part 
In  bringing  Mussolini  and  his  Fascists  to  power  in  1922, 

in  the  1918-1940  period,  therefore,  two  voices  echoed  within  the 
Italian  military,  one  counseled  caution,  based  on  an  awareness  of 
national  material  Inferiority  and  the  dangers  which  surrounded  Italy. 
The  other  urged  the  seizure  of  a  fleeting  chance  to  conquer  a  new  Roman 
empire,  under  the  direction  of  the  spiritual  successor  to  Cavour,  The 

ultimate  assessment  of  Italian  military  effectiveness  in  the  lnterwar 
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period  rests  on  the  choice  made  between  these  alternatives , 

By  lying  both  to  themselves  and  to  Mussolini  about  their  readiness 
for  war  in  1940 ,  by  their  failures  to  prepare  for  that  war  over  the 
previous  twenty  years,  the  Italian  military  leadership  betrayed  their 
country.  By  leading  Italy  Into  war,  despite  his  detailed  knowledge  of 
the  unpreparedness  of  the  forze  armate,  even  if  for  no  other  of  his 
crimes,  Mussolini  richly  deserved  the  fate  he  suffered  at  the  war's 


conclusion. 


Rotes 


1.  For  an  introduction  to  the  literature  dealing  Hit h  the  Italian 
Armed  forces  during  the  lnterwar  period ,  see  Luclo  Ceva ,  Le  forze 
arm  to  (Turin  1981)  and  Giorgio  Rochat  and  Giullo  Massobrio,  Breve 
storla  dell‘esei~,to  italiano  dal  1861  al  1943  (Turin,  1978 ) . 
Virtually  the  only  book  on  the  subject  in  English  is  John  Sweet, 
Iron  Arm.  The  Mechanization  of  Mussolini's  Amu,  1920-1940 
( Westport ,  ct .,  1980).  however,  the  author's  A  Thirst  for  Gloru: 


Cambridge  university  Press  in  1987. 

2.  Francesco  Prlcolo,  La  Reala  Aeronautics  nella  seconds  cn terra 
mondlale  (Milan,  1971),  p.  159 . 

3.  Rochat,  L' esercito  italiano  da  Vittorio  Veneto  a  Mussolini  (Bar 1, 
1967),  pp.  282-95}  Halter  Polastro,  "La  marina  milltare  italiano 
nel  prlmo  dopoguerra  ( 1918-1925) ,"  II  Rlsordmento,  1977  no.  3, 


pp.  140 ,  153-54. 

4.  Rochat,  L' esercito  italiano ,  pp.  476-88;  Polastro,  "La  marina 
milltare,"  pp.  156-7;  Ceva,  Le  forze  arm  to,  p.  204;  Renato  Covlno, 
Glanpaolo  Gallo  and  Enrico  Mantovanl ,  "L‘ Industrie  dall'  economia 
dl  guerra  alia  rlcoatruzione "  in  Pierluigi  Ciocca  and  Gian i 

Toni  do,  eds . ,  L' economia  Italians  nel  perlodo  fascists  (Bologna, 


1976),  p.  189. 


398 . 


5.  Shephard  3.  Clough ,  The  Economic  Hlatoru  of  Modern  Jtalu  (New  York , 
1964) ,  p.  328 . 

6.  B.P.  Mitchell,  European  Historical  Stud  atlas  1750-1970  (New  York, 
1918),  pp.  183,  181,  190)  Brian  R.  Sullivan  " A  Thirst  for  Glory: 
Mussolini,  the  Italian  Military  and  the  Facist  Regime,  1922-1936 " 
(diss.,  Columbia  University,  1984),  appendix  1,  table  3. 

7.  Sullivan,  " A  Thirst  for  Glory,"  pp .  573-74;  Italy,  Ministero  del 
Tesoro,  Ragionerla  ccnerale  dello  Stato,  II  bllanclo  dello  Stato 

aa^_ dal.  1930-31 . al  1941-42  (Rome,  1931), 

pp.  203,  281,  313,  401. 

8.  Mitchell,  European  Historical  Sfcatiitica  1130-1910  pp.  413,  419) 
vmberto  Splgo,  Premsse  technlche  della  disfatta  (Rome,  1946), 
p  9)  he  forte  armate,  Ceva,  p ,  216. 

9.  Sullivan,  "A  Thirst  for  Glory,"  appendix  1 ,  table  1;  MacGregor 
Knox,  Mussolini  unleashed  1939-1941  (New  York,  1982),  pp.  19-21) 
Archlvlo  Centrale  dello  Stato  (henceforth  ACS),  Rome,  Ministero 
dell'  Africa  Italians  (henceforth  MAI),  busts  (henceforth  folder ) 
9,  "Verbali  della  XVII  sesslone  della  Cotmlsslone  Suprema  della 
Dlfesa",  pp.  24-25. 

10.  Mario  Montanarl ,  he  truppe  Italians  in  Albania  (anni  1914-20  e 
1939)  (Rome,  1978),  pp.  254-63,  273-78)  Ufflclo  Storico 

dell'Eserclto  (henceforth  use),  vorbali  delle  rl union!  dal  Capo  dl 
S  M  Generals ,  1,  (Rome,  1983),  pp.  7-8,  11-30 ,  57,  60-61; 

Montanarl ,  L'eserclto  itallano  alia  vigil  la  della  2a  auerra 
mondial e  (Rome,  1982),  pp.  150-1;  Angelo  lachino ,  Tramonto  di  un 
grande  marina  (Verona,  1959),  pp.  39,  42-43,  51-54,  79-83 ,  173-8; 


Giuseppe  D'Avanzo,  All  e  poltrone  (Roma,  1981),  pp.  844-48. 


399. 


11.  USB,  Verbal 1 ,  pp,  14-5,  25-9;  Albert  Merglen,  Hlstoire  gt  avenlr  dm 
troupes  a4roporte4s  (Paris,  1968) ,  pp.  14-5. 

12.  Mitchell,  European  Historical  Statistics  1750-1970,  pp.  365-66,  413. 

13.  Ibid.,  pp.  400-1. 

14.  Ibid.,  pp.  419 ,  467-  68,  478-82. 

15.  Marzlo  Bar  bag  11,  DA4oo_cupazlojie__iiLteUetiiiale  e  sis  tema  scholastlco 
in  Italia ( 1859-1973 1  ( Bologna ,  1974),  pp.  204,  213-14,  255-56. 

16.  Richard  Webster,  * Una  aperanza  rlnvlata.  L‘ espanslone  lndustrlale 

Italians  e  iJ  problems  del  petrol lo  dope  la  prims  guerra  mondlale" , 
S tor la  contemporanea  t April ,  1980);  Lotedana  Mascollnl,  “ II 

mlnlstro  per  le  arml  e  munlzlonl  (1915-1918) ,  " Storla  contemporanea 
(Dec,  1980);  ACS ,  Segretaria  Partlcolare  del  Duce,  Cartegglo 
Riaervata  (henceforth  spd ,  CR) ,  folder  56,  faaclcolo  (henceforth 
bundle )  278  R,  "De  Plnedo"  " PERSONALS  A  S.S.  IL  CAPO  DEL  GOVERNO' , 
p.  6;  Romeo  Bernotti ,  GlfiVMMt  1 , JUilUMS.  (Milan, 
1971),  pp.  204-5;  I  documentl  diplomatic 1  itallanl  (Rome,  1952) 
(henceforth  DDI ,  followed  by  series,  volume  and  document  number ) 
(7)  7  nos,  474,  544;  8  nos.  166,  334;  9  no.  24;  10  no.  89. 

17.  ACS,  MAI,  ‘ Verbal  1" ,  pp.  108,  129. 

18.  Fortunate  Mlnnltl,  "Aspetti  organizzatlvl  del  controllo  aulla 

produzlone  bell lea  In  Italia  ( 1923-1943) ,'  Clio  (Oct-Dec,  1977): 
pp.  315-16,  321-24;  idem,,  " Protagonlsti  dell'  intevento  pubbllco: 
Alfredo  Dallollo,"  Economla  pubbllca  (June,  1976):  215;  Felice 

Cuarnerl ,  Battaclle  economlche  tra  le  due  orandl  auerrl .  1,  (Milan, 
1953),  p.  39 7;  Carlo  Favagrossa,  Perche  oerdemmo  la  guerra  (Milan, 
1946),  p,  43;  Valerio  Castronovo,  Giovanni  Agnelli  (Turin,  1971), 
pp.  533-14;  Prlcolo,  La  Rev la  Aeronautics .  pp.  101-9;  Giuseppe 


400 . 


Santoro ,  L' aeronautics  1  tall  ana  nella  second  o  uerra  mondial e.  1, 
(Rome,  1957) ,  p.  19. 

19.  Ceva,  Le  forze  arma te,  p.  166 ,  n.l;  Mitchell ,  European  Historical 
Statistics  1750-1970 ,  pp.  19-21 ,  24,  36,  41-42,  52-53 . 

20.  Mitchell,  European  Historical  Statistics  1750-1970  pp.  131,  253, 

258,  327,  33S,  341,  342,  754,  756,  75 9,  762,  764. 

21.  Mitchell,  European  Historical  Statistics  1750-1970  pp.  310,  313, 

330.  During  the  same  period  French  meat  output  rose  from  1.3  to  1.4 
million  metric  tons  and  German  output  from  3.2  to  3.5  million  tons. 

22.  ACS,  MAI,  " Verbal 1  * ,  p.  52. 

23.  Ibid.,  107 ;  Italy.  Presldenza  del  Conaiglio  del  Ministrl,  Istituto 

Central e  dl  Statlstico  dell '  Repubbllca  Italians.  Annuarlo 
Statistics  Italiano  1944-1948  (henceforth  ASI  followed  by  year) 

(Rome,  1949),  p.  146. 

24.  Mitchell,  European  Historical  Statistics  1750-1970  p.  158 ;  ASI 

1919-1921,  pp.  60-89;  ASI  1922,1925,  pp.  34-53;  ASI  1931 , 
pp.  59-75;  ASI  1944-1948.  pp.  53-54. 

25.  ASI  1940,  p.  61;  Barbagll ,  Dlsoccuoazlone  intellettuale.  p.  229; 

Mitchell,  European  Historical  Statistics  1750-1970  pp.  640-41. 

26.  National  Archives,  Washington  (henceforth  NA /ml crocopy/roll /frame), 
T821/ 384/257 -63 ,  27 2,  37 9,  390-94,  414-16. 

27.  lachlno,  Tramor.  to  dl  on  grande  marina  pp.  97-98;  Antonio  Duma, 

Ouelli  del  cavalllno  rampante  (Rome,  1981),  p.  125;  Gregory  Alegi , 

"Chirr i ;  Italian  figibters  in  the  Spanish  Civil  War," 

(typewritten) ,  p.  12. 

28.  Glullo  Douhet,  "La  realtd  della  guerra,"  Bducazione  Fascists  (Jan, 
1930);  idem,  Th*.*  Command  of  the  Air  (New  York,  1942). 


4  01. 


29.  Italo  Balbo,  "Guerra  aerea ,*  Bnclclortedla  I  tall  ana,  appendix  I , 
(Milan,  1938);  Benito  Mussolini,  Opera  omnia  dl  Benito  Mussolini 
(Florence,  1931),  Vol .  XVI,  p.  159,  Vol .  XVIII,  p.  439,  Vol .  XIX, 
pp,  234,  278,  Vol.  XXI,  p.  3 63,  Vol.  XXII,  p.  386,  Vol.  XXVIII,  p. 
32,  Vol.  XXIX,  p.  81;  idem.,  Scrlttl  e  dlscorsl  (Milan,  1934),  p. 
72. 

30.  Giorgio  Puml ,  Mile  orulnl della  politics  ester*  fascists 

( 1918-1923 )  (Bari,  1968)  pp.  275-92;  Bnzo  San  tar el  11 ,  Ulcer che  sul 
fascismo  (Urblno,  1971),  pp.  55,  64:  Documents  on  Bri tlsb  Foreign 
Pollen  ( London ,  1947 -)  henceforth  DBFP ,  followed  by  series,  volume 
and  document  number)  (1)  24  nos.  1,  2,  4,  6,  7,  8,  412,  627 ,  667. 

31.  Rocha t ,  "Alcunl  datl  sulle  occupazlonl  mllltarl  adrlatlche  durance 
22  governo  Mlttl,:  II  Risoralmento  (Feb,  1966);  idem,  L'esercito 

1  tallano,  passim idem ,  _ S _ ffJPiffcrft 

dei2 *  aeronautic*  1926-1933  (Ferrara,  1979),  pp.  11-45;  Polastro, 
passim. 

32.  DBFP  (1)  22  no  698;  ACS,  Carte  Badogllo  (henceforth  CB) ,  folder  2, 
bundle  4,  sottofasclcolo  (henceforth  sub  bundle)  1,  " Principal 1 
question!  tractate  dall'  Ufficlo  Operazloni  durante  la  permanenza 
dl  S.E,  11  Maresclallo  d' Italia  Badogllo  Alio  S.M.  del  R.  Eserclto" . 

33.  Polastro,  * La  marina  mi  11  tare."  pp.  141-46;  Siegfried  Breyer, 

Battleships  and  Battle  Cruisers.  1905-1970  (Garden  City,  N.Y., 
1973),  pp.  373-83;  Giorgio  Glorgerlni  and  Augusto  Nani,  Almanac co 
Storlco  delle  navi  mllltarl  Italians  (Rome,  1978),  pp.  99-122, 

34.  Glorgerlni,  La  Battaglia  del  convooll  In  Medlterraneo  (Milan, 

1977) ,  p.  12;  Giovanni  Bernardl ,  1,1  dlsarmo  naval e  fra  le  due 
guerre  mondial 1  (Rome,  1975),  pp.  45-80. 


402. 


35.  Emilia  Chlavarelll ,  L' opera  della  marina  it all  ana  nella  guerre 

ltalo-etloplca  (Milan,  1969),  pp,  76-97,  144-53;  Rosarla 

Quartararo,  "La  crlsl  medl terranea  nel  193 5-36,*  S tor la 

Contemporanea  (Dec,  197  5);  Rochat  Militari _ * _ ppUH.cL-.mM* 

preparazione  della  camaana  d'Btiopia  (Milan,  1971),  pp.  226-29. 

36.  Mirmiti,  "II  problema  degli  armamentl  nella  preparazione  military 
ltallana  dal  1935  al  1943,"  S toil  a  con  temper  anea  (Feb,  1970); 
pp.  42-45. 

37.  Xbid.,  p.  43. 

30.  Glurgerini,  La  Bat  tael  la  pp.  13-21 ;  Gulaeppe  Floravanzo, 

L  *  organ!  zzazione  della  mar  ina  durante  Al  c.onfli  t  to  ( Rom ,  1972), 
pp.  302-32. 

39.  ivo  J.  Lederer,  Yugoslavia  at  the  Paris  Peace  Conference  (Mew 
Haven,  Ct,,  1963),  pp.  71-5)  Alfredo  Breccia  "La  politic a  eater* 
Italians  e  1‘Ungheria  ( 1922-1933) ,*  Rivista  di  studi  politic! 
lnternazionall  (Jan. -Mar.,  1980);  DPI  (7)  6  no.  514;  DBFP  (1)  6  pp. 
244,  258,  309;  ibid,  12,  pp.  169,  242,  246 ;  ACS,  CB,  box  2,  bundle 
4  "Memorla  su.ll  ' organ! zzazione  dell'  eserclto  itallano  in  tempo  di 
pace  e  nulla  transformazlone  in  eserclto  di  campagna ,"  p.  4, 

40.  Harry  J.  Psomiades,  "The  Diplomacy  of  Theodotos  Pangalos,  1925-26, 

"  Balkan  Studies,  1972  no.  1;  DDI  (7)  2  no.  135;  ACS,  CB 

"Principali  Question!" ;  Rochat,  :La  missions  Malladra  e  la 

responsibility  della  preparazione  mllltare  in  Africa  Orientals  nel 
1926."  II  Ri  sore  linen  to  (Oct,  1970). 

41.  Gustavo  Pesentl  Fronts  Kenya  (Borgo  San  Dalmazzo,  1953),  p.  12; 

Ceva,  La  forze  armate  pp.  252-4 ,  610-1 ;  Gaetano  Salvemini  Preludlo 
alia  seconds  ouerra  mondlale  (Milan,  1967),  p.  476;  HA 

T821/472/7-17 ;  ACS  Carte  Grazianl  (henceforth  CG )  folder  31, 


4(73. 


Leasona  to  Grazianl  10  Dec  1936;  Galeazzo  Ciano ,  Diario  1937-38 
( Bologna ,  194 8)  entry  for  6  Sept  1938 ;  USB ,  In  Africa 
Settentrlonale,  La  propxrazione  al  confl It  to  (Pome,  1955) , 
pp,  23-26. 

42.  Carlo  Cl g liana,  " I  pxecedentl  della  c ampagna  dl  Creel a ,"  PI vlata 
fliLUaia  (Mov-Dec,  1973);  Ciano  Diario  1939-43  (Milan,  1971), 
p.  111. 

43.  Gluaeppe  D'Avanzo ,  All  e  p oltrone  (Pome,  1976 )  paaalm. 

44  Minnltl,  * II  problem,"  pp.  31-3;  D’Avanzo,  All  e  voltrone. 
pp.  266-69;  USB,  Verbal! .  pp.  7-8,  14-5,  25-9,  41,  52,  60-1. 

45.  Giovanni  Artlerl,  Cronaca  del  regno  d' Italia,  2,  (Milan,  1978), 
pp.  262-73,  362tf.;  ACS,  SPD,  CP  folder  13P  "Balatrocchl ,"  Pubbllca 
Slcurezza  report  of  25  Aug.  1935;  Enrico  cavlglla ,  Diario  (Rome, 
1952),  pp,  136-37;  Knox,  p.  84. 

46.  ceva,  la  torze  armte,  pp,  206-13. 

47.  Montanarl,  L'eaerclto ,  pp.  319-37;  Paomladea ,  paaalm.;  Muaaolini, 
Opera  omnia,  Vol ,  XXIX,  p.  77. 

48.  USE,  verbal 1 ,  p,  17. 

49.  Montanarl,  L ' eaercl to ,  pp.  337-50, 

50.  DBFP  (1)  1  p,  104,  appendix  G ;  4  no,  4;  6  noa ,  244,  309;  13  noa. 
66,  98,  360;  17  noa.  69.  82,  249,  5 32:  32  no.  147;  24  no.  4. 

51.  Cbrlatopber  Seton-Uataon ,  ft&ly _ from  liberal  lam _ £2 _ Fascism 

1870-1925  (London,  1967),  pp,  533-34,  557. 

52.  Renzo  Do  Felice,  " Amen-iola  Mlniatro  delle  Colonic"  in  Giovanni 
Amcndola  (Rome,  1976 > 

53.  DBFP  ( 1 )  2  noa ,  63,  64;  4  no.  126;  5  no.  325,  13  no.  313;  24  nos. 


1,  667. 


404. 


54.  Bernottl ,  Clnauant  *  annl .  pp .  132-3;  Antonio  Foschinl,  " A  Trent 

‘an.nl  dall'  occupazlone  dl  Corfu,"  Huova  Antolooia  (Dec,  1953) ; 
Gennaro  Mondalnl,  Manuale  dl  s tor la  e  leaislazicne  colonlale  del 
regno  d'ltalla  (Rome,  1927),  pp.  479-84. 

55.  Antonio  Clpplco,  Jtalu:  The  Central  Problem  of the  Mediterranean 
(New  Haven ,  Ct.,  1926)  Gaspare  Ambroaini ,  L' Italia  nel  Mediterranea 
(Follgno,  1927), 

56.  G.A.  Chlurco,  afifigla_ rlxeluzion* . fascist* ,  2,  (Florence, 

1929),  pp.  267-71. 

57.  Emilio  canevari,  La  <?u err a  Italians.  1,  (Rome,  1948),  pp.  211-12. 

58.  NA  T586/405/39-46. 

59.  DDI  (9)  3  no.  669, 

60.  Polastro,  "La  marina  mill  tare,"  pp.  141-46 ;  DBFP  ( 1 )  1  no.  4 ;  4  no. 
5;  Francesco  Saverio  Nlttl ,  Rl velazlonl  (Naples,  1948),  pp.  127-29. 

61.  DDI  (7)  1  nos.  427,  5 48,  70S ,  742;  2  no,  135;  3  no.  604;  4  nos. 

4 20.  446,  460 ,  493,  5 12,  563,  577,  5 81,  5 84;  5  nos.  41,  110 ,  429, 
434,  446,  459;  Bernottl ,  Clnouant'annl ,  pp.  132-33;  ACS ,  CB 

‘Principal 1  question! " ;  Clano  Dlarlo  1937-30.  p.  71;  Nino  D‘  Aroma, 
Ventannl  Insleme:  Vittorio  Bmanuele  e  Mussolini  (Rome,  1957) ,  p. 
233;  Documents  dlDlomatlaues  francals  1932-1939  (henceforth  DDF, 
followed  htj  series,  volume  and  document  number )  (Paris,  1963- )  ( 1 ) 
3  no.  316;  7  nos.  465,  493 

62.  Canevari,  La  truer ra  italla/ia,  pp.  236-44;  Ceva,  Le  torze  armate. 

pp,  609-10 ;  De  Felice,  Mussolini  11  duce .  1,  (Turin,  1974),  p.  631; 
JUierto  De  Stefanl ,  " Diplomatic 1  e  polltlcl  nel  la  guest! one 

etloplca *  Corrlere  della  sera  13  Oct.  196 5  p.  5;  Knox,  Mussolini 
Unleashed  1939-1941,  pp.  88-125. 

63.  Rocha t ,  Ml lltari  e  polltlcl,  pp.  225-31. 


405. 


64.  canevarl,  La  auerra  i  tall  ana,  pp.  381-2,  419 ;  Giacomo  Acer bo,  Fra 
due  olotoni  dl  esecuzlone  (Rocca  San  Casciano,  1968),  pp.  334-5; 
Roberto  cmtalupo,  Fu  la  Soacna  (Verona,  1948),  pp.  258-71;  Piero 
Fieri  and  Giorgio  Rochet,  Badoalio  (Turin,  19 74),  p.  73 0;  Mario 
Roatta ,  Otto.  mllionl  di  balonette  ( Verona ,  1946),  pp.  21-5;  NA 
T821/372/213-7 . 

65.  Ceva,  he  torze  arma  te ,  pp.  208-13;  Roa  tta,  Otto  mllionl  de 

PP>  17-  20. 

66.  Roatta,  Otto  ^lioni  de  balonette,  pp.  14-15;  Ciano,  Plat  id 

WSbML*  P*  idem,  mtzdl,  PP>  48,  101,  103-04,  155, 

1S6,  180-90,  193,  201-02,  204,  239,  246,  249 ,  251-52 ,  256,  258, 
262,  265;  Giuseppe  Bottai  Oiario  1935-1944  (Milan,  1983),  pp.  147, 
155 ,  174,  177,  184,  186-87;  Knox  Mussolini  unleashed,  pp.  54-59 ;  na 
T821/ 145/210. 

67.  DBFP  (1)  1  no.  4;  4  nos.  3,  6,  126;  24  no.  1 . 

68.  Vincenzo  Galllnarl,  L'eaercito  itallano  nel  prlmo  dopoouerra 
1918-1920  (Rome,  1980),  pp.  103-11,  151-70;  Seton  Matson,  Jtalu 
pp.  556-57. 

69.  Angelo  Del  Boca,  Gl.i  italiani  .in  Africa  orlentale,  2,  La  conoulsta 
del i  Xmoero ,  (Bari,  1901)  pp.  3-5;  Massimo  Adolfo  Vitale,  L ' opera 
dell  'esercl  to ,  3  (Rome,  1962),  223-4  DBFP  (1)  24  no.  7.  70.  DBFP 
(1)  1  no.  4;  4  no.  126;  24  nos.  627,  65 2,  667,  686;  Polastro,  “La 
marina  mllltare,"  pp.  141-44;  Bernottl,  cinouani' anni ,  pp.  132-3; 
Seton-Uatson,  Italu.  pp.  539-40,  55 3,  5 80-81,  602-03;  Virginia 
Thompson  and  Richard  Adlotf ,  Djibouti  and  the  Horn  of  Africa 
(Stanford,  1968),  pp.  14-5;  NA  T586  Farlnancl  Papers  (sack  5)  “ex 
O.S.S."  "Promemozla  su  Operazlone  Gibuti“  13  Jan  1939;  Carlo  De 
Blase,  L'lmpero  dl  “ Faccetta  Nera "  (Merlan,  1966),  pp.  117-18; 


406. 


c iano,  Diario  1939-43 ,  p.  22. 

71.  chiavarelli ,  L' opera  della  marina  Itallna,  pp.  5 3-134;  De  Felice , 

" Amendola  Ministro ,*  pp.  SOI -4;  Rena  to  Mori,  Mussolini  e  la 
consuls ta  dell' Btlopla  ( Florence ,  1978),  passim ;  Arthur  Harder  " The 
Royal  Navy  and  the  Ethiopian  Crisis  of  2935-36."  The  American 
Historical  Review  (June,  1970);  John  coverdale,  Italian  Interven¬ 
tion  in  the  Spanish  Civil  Bar  (Princeton,  1975).,  pp.  306-16;  Public 
Record  office,  London,  ( hencefovtt >  PRO)  CAB  23/89  Minutes  of  Cabinet 
Meeting  of  8  Sept.  193 7;  NA  T821/368/134-S4 ,  186,  273-4,  300. 

72.  Clano,  1937-38.  pp.  17,  19,  30,  37,  38,  73,  76-7,  103,  265,  170, 
219,  230,  233;  Idem,  1939-43,  pp.  13,  18-9,  27-8,  39-40,  41,  55, 
62,  77;  NA  T821/460/68;  ibid  473/672;  TICS,  CO  folder  37  Grazianl  to 
Governors  of  Italian  East  Africa  23  Sept.  1937;  ibid,  folder  38, 
Grazianl  to  Ministry  of  Italian  Africa  1  Dec.  1937;  ibid,  Mussolini 
to  Grazianl  16  Dec,  1937 ;  ibid,  folder  40,  Mussolini  to  Grazianl  5 
Nov  1937;  Ibid,  folder  40A,  Grazlan i  Co  Mussolini  3  Nov.  1937; 
ibid,  Mussolini  to  Grazianl  5  Nov.  1937;  ibid.  General  Staff  of 
Italian  Bast  Africa  memorandum  of  5  Jan.  1938:  PRO  FO  3/1/22013, 
Ethiopia  1938,  J2094  27  Hay  1938,  J2S48  24  June  1938,  J2641  2  July 
1938. 

73.  Clano,  1939-43,  pp.  62-72,  115,  119,  127,  152,  155,  156-64,  166-71, 

178-80;  Documents  on _ German  Foreign . Policy  (Nashlngton,  1949) 

(henceforth  DGFP ,  followed  by  series ,  volume  and  document  number) 
( D )  6  nos.  205,  211 ,  341,  433,  660,  703,  7 39;  DDI  (8)  12  nos.  99, 
102,  134,  182,  349,  428,  438,  601,  610,  623,  722,  735. 

74.  Rocha t ,  226-8;  Giorgerinl  and  Nani,  Almanacco  Storico,  p.  218;  NA 
T821 / 23/ 310-405 ;  Santoro ,  L ‘aeronaut,  lea  1  tall  ana .  p.  24;  Bernottl 
Clncuant'annl ,  p.  2 55;  Minnl  t:l  "Aspettl  terrl  tori  all  e  polltlcl  del 


r 


controllo  aulla  produzlonc  bellica  In  Italia  (1936-1942),"  Clio 
( Jan-Max ,  1979):  pp,  93-4 ,  106-10 ;  Nino  Arena ,  I  nar&cadutlati 
(Modena,  1972),  pp.  55-60;  NA  T921/107 /98-111;  ibid  384/179-263, 
377-97 ;  NA  T586/487/47665-78;  DGFP  (D)  appendix  1,  document  5; 
Fioravanzo,  L'oraanlzzazione  della  marina,  pp.  352-52;  Bernotti , 
Clnauant ' annl ,  pp.  230-1;  Floravanzo,  "Studl  e  progettl  per  la 
preaa  di  Malta,"  Hi  vista  Marl t  Lima  (July,  19S4);  Pricolo,  La  Pea  la 
Aeronaut! ca ,  pp.  73-74,  114-34;  CarJo  Unla,  S tor la  degll 
avroallurantl  Italian 1  (Rome,  1974),  pp.  13-4 ;  NA  T821/473/22-S . 

75.  HCS,  CB,  "Memorla";  Plerl  and  Rochet,  Badoallo.  pp.  547-50, 
canevarl.  La  auerra  1  tall  ana,  pp.  236-44;  Ceva,  Le  forte  armte, 
pp,  6 09-10;  Emilio  Faldella,  L'ltalla  nella  aeconda  auerra 
mondiale.  Rev 1  alone  dl  oiudizi  (Rocca  San  casciano,  1959),  p.  16; 
"Le  guerre  aegrete  dl  Muaaollni'La  Stamva  (9  Jan.  1982). 

76.  Fi denzlo  Dali 'Ora,  Intendenza  In  A.O.  (Rome,  1937);  Castronovo, 

Giovanni _ Agnelli  ,  pp.  5  33-6;  Angelo  Pug  nan  1 ,  S  tori  a  della 

Motor izzazl one  itallana  (Turin,  1961),  pp.  341-50;  Sweet,  Iron  Arm, 
pp.  46-50;  Mlnnltl  "Piotagonlatl" ,  p.  21 5;  idem,  “Aapettl 
organizzative" ,  pp.  315-16,  321-4;  idem,  "Aapettl  territorial!" , 

pp.  117-20;  Ceva,  Le  forze  arma te ,  p.  611;  Pochat  Mill  tar 1  e 
oolltlcl ,  pp.  341,  360,  367-69,  429-3.1 ,  467 ,  481,  507;  USE 
L‘ eaerclto  ltaliano  tra  la  la  q  la  2a  auerra  mndia.le  (Rome,  1954) 
pp.  135-6;  NA  T82.1/473/595-6 ,  617,  649;  De  Felice ,  "La  Santa  Sede  o 
iJ  conflitto  1 taio-Etiopico  nel  dlarlo  dl  Bernardino  Nogara," 

Storl  a  cor  tempo  ranya  (Dec,  1977)  pp.  828-32;  idem,  Mussolini _ Ll_ 

duce.  pp.  695-706,  Felice  G uarneri,  Battarilie  enconomlche  tra  le 


due  guepre .  1,  (Milan,  1953),  pp.  397-99,  417-18,  693-94;  Mori, 

Mussolini _ e  la  conguiata,  pp.  130-1;  Spigo,  Premease  technlche. 


408. 


pp .  43-45 . 

77.  Carlo  Favagrossa,  Per aha  perdemmo  la  guerra.  Mussolini  «?  ja 
produzl one  boll  icq  (Milan,  1946),  pp,  13-27,  247-49;  Storia  della 
artlolierla  ltallana ,  15,  (Rom,  1953),  pp.  359-69;  Hlnniti,  *11 
problem  degli  armmentl  nella  preparazlone  mill  tare  ltallana  dal 
1935  al  1943,“  Storia  contemvoranea  (Feb,  1978):  pp,  42-45;  idem, 
“La  poll tlca  industrials  del  Minis tero  dell' Aeronaut lea,  Mercato, 
planiflcazlone,  svlluppo  ( 193S-43) ,*  1,  S tor la  Con temooranaa  (Feb, 
1981) . 

78.  Favagrossa,  Perchi  perdemmo  la  guerra,  p,  97;  Hlstorlcus  (Amedeo 
Toatl) ,  Da  Versailles  a  Casnabile t  bo  sforzo  militate  nel 
ventlclnouennio  1918-1943  (Rocca  San  Casclano,  1954),  pp,  54,  76, 
82;  Giorgio  Bocca,  Storia  d'Xtalia  nella  auerra  fasclsta  1940-1943, 
1,  (Bari,  1973),  pp.  142-43. 

79.  Mlnnltl,  “11  problem*,  pp.  40-52;  Glorgerlnl  and  Nani,  Almanacco 

S tori co.  pp.  399-400 ;  Glorgerlnl,  La  Battaglia ,  pp.  12-21;  Franco 
Bargonl ,  Esploratori ,  freaate.  corvette  ed  avvlsl  i tall  an 1 

1861-1968  (Rome,  1968),  p.  46 5. 

80.  USE,  106,  178-79 ,  230-31,  237,  311-17;  Rudolf  Xylander,  La 

conaulsta  dell' Ablsslnla  (Milan,  1937),  pp.  219-27;  Coverdale, 
Italian  Intervention .  pp.  222-24,  393;  Ceva ,  Le  forze  armate,  pp. 
260,  492-5;  Mlnnltl,  “II  problem,"  pp.  23  4,  52;  Emilio  Faldella , 
ed . ,  Storia  della  truppe  alpine.  2,  (Milan,  1972),  pp.  1043,  2055. 

81.  Splgo,  Premesse  technlche .  p.  1x2;  Hlstorlcus,  Da  Versailles  a 

Cassabilc,  p.  71;  Mir  “Due  annl  dl  attlvlta  del  ' Fabbrl guerra ' 

per  la  produzlone  bell. lea  ( 1939-41),“  Storia  contemvoranea  (Dec, 
1975) :  pp.  861-73 ;  Mitchell,  European  Historical  Statistics,  pp. 
596-8;  Mario  caracclolo  dl  Ferroleto  “E  poi?“  La  traced la 


409 . 


dell' eserclto  1 ta llano  (Rome,  1946),  p,  53;  Jtaio  Persegani  "Pet  un 
rlesame  della  polltlca  economic  in  Libia  ( 1920-1940 )"  Nuova  Ri viata 
g toxica  (Sep-Dee,  1961):  pp.  583-5:  Ottavio  Zoppi,  II  Sena  to  e 
l.Mserci to  (Milan,  1948),  p.  59;  Bocca,  storla  d', Italia .  p.  51; 
Martin  Van  Creveld,  Supplulna  War  (New  York,  1977),  pp.  182-201;  NA 
T821/108/702;  Carlo  Baudlno,  Una  ou erra  assurda  (Milan,  196 5), 
p.  45;  Knox,  Mussolini  Unleashed,  pp.  211-14,  218,  234. 

82.  Ceva,  Lg  forze  arma te ,  pp.  249-50 ;  Glorgerlni ,  La  Battaglia, 

pp.  13-14,  48. 

83.  For  an  introduction  to  the  complex  subject  of  Fascist  Italian 

foreign  policy ,  see  Alan  Casselr,  Italian  Foreign  Pollcu 

12Hz224Ll _ *  guJUte  to  Research  and  Research  Materials  ( Wilmington , 

Del,  1981). 

84.  Maria  Ormos  "L‘ oplnione  del  conte  Stefano  Betblen  sul  rapport! 

italo-ungheresi  ( 1927-31) S tori  a  contemooranea  (June,  1971); 
Breccia ,  "La  polltlca  estera,"  Mlklos  Szlnal  and  Laszlo  Sxucs,  The 
Confidential  Papers  of  Admiral  Horthu  (Budapest,  1965),  pp.  48-9, 
83;  Stephen  D  Kertesz,  Dlplomacu  in  a  Whirlpool  ( Westport ,  Ct, 
1974),  pp.  33-4 7;  Thomas  L.  Sakmyster,  Hunaaru.  the  Great  Powers 
and  the  Danublan  Crisis  1936-1939  (Athens,  G a.,  1980),  pp.  36-57, 
76-7 ,  66-7,  89-91,  138-9,  151-5,  198,  212-3,  218 ,  223;  Gerhard  L. 
Weinberg,  The  Foreign  Pollcu  of  Hitlers  Germanu,  2  vols,  ('Chicago, 
1970  and  1980)  Vol .  1,  pp.  114  ,  226-8,  Vol .  2,  pp.  280,  406,  409 , 
453 ,  476-7,  5 63-4,  585-7;  Ciano,  1939-43 .  pp.  226-8,  244-5,  254, 
272,  280-1,  321. 

85.  DDI  (7)  no.  249,  8  no.  129;  ibid  (9)  3  no.  194;  Antcnlo  Tasso 

Italia  e  la  Croazla  (Macerata,  1967);  USB  he  operazioni  delle  units 


itaiiane  in  Jugoslavia _ 1941-1943  (Rome,  1978),  pp.  17-8;  Pompeo 


410. 


Alois! ,  Journal  (Paris,  19 57),  passim ;  Ciano ,  1939-43,  pp.  53,  5 9, 
60,  62,  65 -70,  79,  03,  244- S,  263,  296,  397;  DGFP  (D)  6  nos.  IS, 
45,  55. 


06.  Robert  J.  Young,  " Soldiers  and  Diplomats:  The  French  Embassy  and 
Franco-itallan  Relations  1935-36,"  The  Journal  of  Strategic  studies 
(Mar,  1984);  Weinberg ,  The  Foreign  Policy,  1,  pp,  218,  238,  264-9. 
87.  Weinberg,  The  Foreign  Pol leu,  Vo  1.  2,  ISO -60;  Coverdale  Italian 

Intervention,  pp.  384-98;  ciano ,  Diplomatic  Papers  (London,  1948), 
pp.  291-2. 


88.  Weinberg,  The  Foreign  Pollen.  2,  pp.  143-4,  281-3,  303-4,  411-2, 
45 3-7,  80S,  594-7;  Knox  Mussolini  Unleashed  1939-1941,  pp.  35-43, 
87,  100-33;  Glanluca  Andri  "La  politico  estera  del  governo  fascists 
durante  la  seconds  guerra  mondlale "  in  De  Felice ,  ed. ,  Italia  fra 
alleate  e  tedeschl  (Bologna,  1973),  pp.  118-22. 

89.  HA  T821/482/587-9,  5 93-601,  614-28,  633-36,  639,  1000-6;  DBFP  (2) 
17  no.  126;  Robin  Hlgham,  tir  Power  (Hew  York,  1972),  p,  86;  Andrd 
Van  Haute,  Pictorial  His  tor u  of  the  French  Air  Force,  1,  (London, 
1974/,  pp.  113-14. 

90.  Chlavarelll ,  L *  opera ,  pp.  144-7;  C anevari ,  La  ouerra  1  tall  ana,  p. 

381;  HA  ibid,  628-9,  638;  Paola  Brundu  Olla,  L‘ equilibria 

difficile .  Gran  Bretaona.  Italia  e  Francla  nel  Medlterranea 
(1930-1937)  (Milan,  1980),  p.  82  ff;  Stephen  Roskill,  Haval  Policy 
Between  the  Wars,  2,  (Annapolis ,  1976),  pp.  388-9. 


91.  ACS.  CG  “Died  anni  di  storla  Cl  renal ca " . 

92.  Pedro  del  Valle,  Roman  Eagles  over  Ethiopia  (Harrlsburgh  Pa,  1940), 

pp.  38,  70,  198-9;  Del  Boca,  Gil  ltallanl,  pp.  722-4;  ACS,  CG , 
Folder  9  Grazlanl  to  Bergonzoll,  26  Feb  1936;  NA 

T586/1047 160388-407 ;  Horme  per  1‘lmpieao _ della  unita  carriste 


411. 


(Rone,  1936),  ACS ,  CB ,  folder  9,  " Queutionario  sulle  operazioni  In 
A ,0.":  Comando  delle  Forze  Arnate  della  Somalia,  La  ouerra 
ltalo-etlovlca.  Fronte  aud  (Addla  Ababa,  1937),  3,  pp,  232-54, 
383-430,  Vol.  4,  pp.  44-8,  159-214. 

93.  Del  Boca,  ibid ,  3,  La  caduta  dell1 Imoero  (Bari,  1982),  pp.  10-26, 
39-76,  106-26,  313-40 ,  347-8. 

94.  Ol&o  Confortl,  Guadalalara  (Milan,  19 73);  NA  T821/231/S04- 5; 

Caracciolo,  "E  po i?,"  pp.  36-9:  DDF  (2)  4  noa.  371,417:  Spanish 
Embassy,  Spanish  White  Book.  The  Italian  Invasion  of  Spain 
(Washington,  1937),  pp.  128-31,  155,  161 ,  167-9,  201,  207-11, 

311-3;  ACS,  SPD,  CR  folder  68  bundle  463/R  "Guadalajara"’:  Jeaua 
Salas  Larrazabal,  Air  war  over  Spain  ( London ,  1969),  pp.  126-9. 
The  Voluntary  Militia  for  Rational  Security  (Mlllzla  Volontarla  per 
la  alcurezza  Nazlonale) .  commonly  known  as  the  Black  Shirts  or 
Fascist  Militia,  has  been  formed  from  the  armed  squads  of  the 
Fascist  Party  in  January  1923,  Although  primarily  an  internal 
political  security  force  for  the  Fascist  regime,  the  M.V.S.N. 
dispatched  a  number  of  battalions  to  Libya  in  late  1923  to  fight 
the  Arabs.  In  1928,  the  Black  Shirts  began  small-scale 

participation  in  Army  maneuvers.  However,  the  M.V.S.H,  could  not 
field  more  than  light  Infantry  battalions  without  extensive  Army 
assistance  in  the  form  of  staff  officers,  specialists ,  artillery 
units  and  support  services.  Fascist  Militia  divisions  and  corps 
participated  in  the  Ethiopian  and  Spanish  Wars,  and  the  early  phase 
of  the  Worth  African  campaign.  However,  the  disastrous  performance 
of  the  Black  Shirts  at  Guadalajara  defeated  Mussolini's  plans  to 
transform  them  into  a  co-equal  branch  of  the  armed  forces,  akin  to 


the  Waffen  S.S.  . 


412. 


Apart  from  the  fact  that  It  deployed  smaller ,  more  lightly  armed 
divisions ,  the  Fascist  Militia  refloated  Redo  Eserclto 
organization  and  doctrine.  For  the  purposes  of  this  study ,  it  can 
be  considered  virtually  a  part  of  the  Italian  Army. 

For  further  Information  on  the  military  role  of  the  M.V .S.N. ,  see 
Alberto  Aquarone ,  L'organlzzazione  dello  St4to  totalltario  (Turin, 
196 5)  pp.  248-56 ;  Giorgio  De  vecchl  and  Ettore  Lucas,  Storla  delle 

unite — £ QJBtetemte 4S11& Millzia  volontarla  per  la  sicurezza 

nazlonale.  1921-1943  (Rome,  1976). 

95.  conform,  Guadalajara,  pp.  342- 3;  Canevari,  La  guerta  Italians,  pp. 
487-99;  Francesco  Belforte,  La  cuerra  civile  In  Spscna  (Milan, 
1938-39),  3,  pp.  141-61,  179-254,  ibid.,  4,  pp.  7-87,  123-41, 
157-171;  Josi  Alcotar  Nassaes ,  g JU LJf&L  logionarios  i talianos  on 
la. Guerra  civil  Espanola  1936-1939. 

96.  Alcofar  Massaes,  _ itajiana  en  la  Guerra  de  EsPana 

( Barcelona ,  1975),  pp.  136-43,  192-210. 

97.  Salas  Larrazabal ,  Air  war  over  Spain,  pp.  279-80,  287;  Christopher 

Shores,  Spanish  Civil  Mar  Air  Forces  (New  York,  1977),  pp.  10,  16, 

19-20;  Angelo  Emlliani  et  al . ,  Soaana  1936-39 1‘aviazlone 
leglonarlo  (Milan,  1973),  2;  Enzo  Angel ucc i ,  The  Rand  McNallu 
Encyclopedia  of  Military  Aircraft  1914-1980  (New  York,  1981),  pp. 
124,  188,  260-1. 

98.  USE,  L'esorcl to,  pp.  20-4,  57-61,  87-98;  Canevari ,  La  ouerra 

Italians,  pp.  199;  Pieri  and  Rochat,  Badoallo.  pp.  581,  636;  De 
Blase  L‘aqulla  d'oro  (Milan,  1969),  pp.  379-80;  Carraciolo ,  E 
Pol?, *  27;  Luigi  Federzoni ,  Italia  di  leri  per  la  storia  dj  domani 
(Verona,  1967),  p.  184;  Francesco  Saverio  Grazioli ,  " Della  guerra  e 
della  pace,"  Nuova  Antoloda  (1  July,  1931);  *11  chiaro  discorso 


413 . 


del  mlnlstxo  Gazzera  alia  Camera corrlere  della  Sera  13  May  1931; 
*L  atti/iti  dell 'eaerclto  nell'anno  X,"  Saercito  e  Nazi  one,  (Mar, 
193 3);  B .  H.  Liddell  Hart,  The  Liddell  Hart  Memiora,  1,  (New  York, 
1965),  p.  104;  Rochat,  Gli  arditi  della  grande  guerra  (Milan, 
1981),  pp.  123,  129 ;  NA  T586/47 /3982B-9;  ibid.,  1090/67640-2. 

99.  Mini  a  ter  o  della  Guerra,  Pi  re  ttive  per  1'  lmpl  ego  del  1  e  Jirendl  unita 
(Rome,  1935);  USB,  L 1 eaercl to >  pp.  115-22;  Canevarl ,  La  lotta  delle 
fan  ter ie  (Cremona,  1935);  Storia  della  artiqllerla  itallana,  15, 
pp.  121-52:  Pugnani ,  Storia,  pp.  94-100;  Sweet,  Iron  Arm,  pp.  86, 
100;  NA  TS86/490/ 39368-79 . 

100.  Sweet,  Iron  Arm ,  pp.  143-50;  Ceva,  Le  forze  armate.  pp.  258-62; 
USB,  L‘ eaercl to.  pp.  1S1-9;  NA  T821/107/73,  76-81;  ibid.,  3 74/963-6. 

101.  caatronovo,  Giovanni  Acmelll,  pp.  534-6;  sweet ,  Iron  Arm ,  pp. 
159-72;  Paolo  Caccia  Dominion! ,  Aakar J  K7  (Milan,  1966),  pp.  353-5; 
Del  Boca,  Gli  ltallanl .  pp.  535-6;  NA  T821/384/179-27S ,  377-459; 
Knox,  Muaaolinl  Unleaahed  1939-1941.  pp,  28-9. 

102.  Ceva,  Le  forze  armate,  pp.  307-8;  A.M.  Brondi ,  Un  generate  e  * Otto 
mllionl  dl  balonette "  (Rome,  1946),  pp.  63-6. 

103.  Polaatro,  " La  marina  mill  tare,"  paaalm.;  Bernottl,  Storia  della 
ouerra  nel  medlterraneo  (Rome,  1960),  pp.  1-11;  Canevarl,  La  guerra 
itallana.  pp.  172,  174,  S 80. 

104.  Polaatro,  * La  marina  mill  tare,"  pp.  148-9 ;  Glogerlnl  and  Nani, 

Almanacco  Storlco.  pp,  104,  116-7;  Bernottl ,  CJ nouant' annl .  pp. 

132-3,  232;  Idem.,  Storia.  p.  18. 

105.  Mlnnltl,  "II  problema,"  pp.  44-7;  Knox,  Muaaolinl  Unleaahed 

1939-1941 .  pp.  20-1,  93-4;  Glorqerlnl ,  La  Battaglia .  pp.  16-7; 

Glorgerlnl  and  Nani,  Almanacco  Storlco .  pp.  255-64;  Ceva  Le  forze 


armate ,  pp.  225-6. 


414. 


106 .  ACS ,  CB ,  Folder  4 ,  Va.Z2e  to  Badoglio,  12  Jan.  2935;  Prico2o, 
Pegja_2Lorpnau(:i ca ,  pp.  29-34,  223;  D'Avanzo,  9  po2trong,  pp. 
257,  203-6 ,  227;  Amedeo  Mecozz i,  cuorra  ao2i  lnerml  ed  aviazlone 
d ' aaaal to  (Rome,  29652,  pp.  322-.1;  Vincenzo  Lloy,  "11  contrlbuto 
dell 'Aeronautics  nella  creazlone  dell' Impero,"  Riviata  Aeronautlca 
(Nov,  1936) . 

107.  Pricoio,  La  Regia  Aeronautlca,  pp.  44-7,  80-7,  98-9,  110-7 ,  12 7, 
190-1:  Raymond  Collishau,  Air  Cotmand.  A  Fighter  Pilot' a  Storu 
( London ,  1973),  pp,  239-40 ;  Feiict  porro,  L' aviazlone  nel la  g uerra 
di  Libia  (Rome,  1946),  pp.  81-8 ;  Knox ,  Muasollni  Unleashed 
1919-1941,  pp.  24- 5;  Ceva,  Le  torze  armate ,  p.  228}  na 
T8 21/ 481/ 22- 6. 

108.  Bernottl ,  Sto£l»,  9 ;  Fioravanzo..  kL2£2&±i&£&l£D&-J&U& „ BaiiM ,  pp. 
324- 5;  Ugo  Tlberlo.  "Rlcordo  del  primo  radar  navale  itallano," 
P4yi»ta  marlttlma  (Dec,  1976). 

109.  Fioravanzo,  L‘  or  c/an  lzzaz  lone  della  marina ,  pp,  52-2;  Frederlco 

Filippi,  “Appunti  per  una  scoria  del  motore  in  Italia , "  Atti  e 
raaaegna  tecnlca  della  l meaner  1  e  deoil  archlte tti  In  Torino  (Oct, 
196 52;  Ceva,  *Lo  aviluppo  degli  aerei  milltarl  in  Italia 

(1938-40) ,*  11  Rlaoralmento  (Feb,  1983):  pp.  26-8. 

110.  NA  T821/107 /98-111 ;  42>id.,  384/179-263,  296-329. 

111.  Glulio  Douhet,  Scrlttl  lneditl  (Florence,  29522,  pp.  278-91 ;  Italo 

Balbo,  * Guerra  aerea,  *  Bnclclopedla  Itallana .  XVI II,  (Milan, 
29332;  idem.,  ‘ Guerra  aerea,:  ibid.,  Appendix  I  (Milan,  1938);  NA 
T821/461/118-7S:  D'Avanzo,  All  e  ooltxone.  pp.  227-8;  Gianni 
Caproni,  Gli  aeroolanl  Capronl  (Milan,  29372,  pp.  229-47;  Jonathan 
V  ■  Thompson,  Italian  Civil  and  Military  Aircraft  1930-194 5 

(Fallbrook,  Cal,  1963),  pp .  77-8,  224-31;  Ceva,  Le  forze  armate. 


415. 


pp,  228-9;  Knox,  Mussolini  Unleashed  1939-1941,  pp.  76;  Pricolo,  La 
fifgiU  AQICMUtlca,  p.  30 

112.  Ceva,  Le  forte  arms  to,  pp.  252-3,  565-9 ,  610-1. 

113.  Polastto,  ' La  marina  military, "  p.  136;  Glorgerlni  and  Nani, 
Almanacco  S tor leg,  pp.  100,  105;  Roehat,  L'eser cl  to  ltaliano,  pp. 
464-504;  Pleri  and  Roehat,  Badoalio.  pp.  552-3,  ACS,  CB,  " Memoria "; 
Canevarl,  La  cuerra  i tali  ana,  pp.  236-43. 

114.  Roehat,  Italo  Balbo.  pp.  18-45,  62-75,  113*44,  153-6 ;  Giordano 

Bruno  Guerrl,  Italo  Balbo  (Milan,  1984),  pp.  201-10,  235-68,  290-2. 

115.  Gl or gar ini  and  Nani,  Almanacco  storlco,  pp.  112-5;  USB,  l ‘ eserej to, 

108;  Albarto  Sbacchi,  'The  Price  of  Empire,"  Ethiopian! st  Notes . 
no. 2,  1978;  Carlo  Zaghi ,  V  Africa  nella  coscienxa  europea  e 

LJOBasAJdAMBS.  Aulianz  (Naples,  1973),  pp.  441-9;  Del  Boca ,  ?J1 
HalHal*  P.  717 , 

116.  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  Library,  Hyde  Park,  N.Y.,  Presidential 
Special  File,  Diplomatic ,  container  57,  "Italy  1933-38 ,"  Streeper 
to  Hull,  25  June  1935 ;  ibid.,  Flske  to  Roosevelt,  3  Jan  1936; 
ibid..  Dept,  of  State,  Division  of  Near  Eastern  Affairs,  report  of 
8  Aug  1936;  Aldo  Castellan! ,  "Organlzxaxlone  sanitaria  e  salute 
delle  truppe  in  A.O.,"  Nuova  Antoloula  (1  Oct,  1936). 

117.  Glorgerinl  and  Nani,  Almanacco  Storico.  p.  115;  NA 
T586/1202/ 88893-6;  ACS,  CB,  "Questlonario" ;  Fldenxlo  Dali ‘Ora, 
Intendenza  in  A.O.  (Rome,  1937),  passim .;  Giuseppe  Malone, 
L' imperial. ismo  stracclone  ( Bologna ,  1973),  p.  130. 

118.  Robert  H ,  Uhealey,  "Economic  Influence  of  the  Great  Potters  in  the 
Spanish  Civil  War,"  The  International  Historu  Review  (May  1983), 
247;  NA  T586/1C64/63460-1;  Alberto  Parlani ,  Chiacchlere  e  realta 
(Milan,  1949),  pp.  10-6;  Santoro,  L’ aeronautics  Italians ,  p.  13. 


229.  NA  T821/107/495;  1 bid,,  108/702 ;  Ibid. 


394/326-7/249,  379-80, 


382-3,  388-9,  396-7,  407,  452-3,  457-8;  Santoro,  L‘ aeronautics 

itallna .  pp.  21,  27;  Porro,  L'aviazlona,  pp.  65,  81-2:  Pricolo,  4a 
fltflifl  Aoronautica.  pp.  75,  02,  255-7;  Fioravanzo,  gtqmlMMl&n*. 
della  marina,  pp.  254-5. 

120.  NA  T821/108/70S;  ibid.,  384/236-7 ,  249-50,  271-2,  505;  Porro, 
L‘ avlazlone .  p.  87 j  Floravanzo,  L ' organl zzazl one  del 2 a  Jrariaa,  pp. 
161-74. 

121.  Roakill ,  383,  388-9}  F.  H,  Hinaley ,  Brl  tlsh  In  tel  1 1  gancein  the 
Second  Nor  1<1  War,  1,  (New  York,  1979) ,  pp.  199-203. 

122.  NA  T821/213/484-1214:  ibid.,  214/8-274,  560-818}  Knox,  " Faaolat 

Italy  Assesses  it  a  Enemies,*  in  Ernest  R .  Hay,  ad,.  Knowing  One.'  a 
Bnamiaa  ( Princaton ,  N.J.,  1984). 

123.  Aldo  Giambartolomi ,  "I  aarvixi  aagrati  milltari  italianl,*  Bly.JjLCa 
Military  (May-Juna,  1983),  pp,  61-3:  Brondi ,  on  ganarala,  pp.  43-5: 
Luigi  Mondlnl ,  * ignoto  prologo  della  co llaborazlone  ltalo-tedesca, * 
II  Rlaoralmnto  (June,  1975),  pp.  68-71:  Young,  ■ Soldlera  and 
Diplomats ,"  pp.  77,  79-00. 

124.  carlo  Da  Rialo,  Generali ,  servlzi  segratlefasclsm  (Hilan,  1978), 
pp.  258-60 :  DBFP  (2)  14  no.  449}  ibid,,  15,  p.  693  n.  6:  Mori, 
Mussolini  a  la  conouista.,  pp.  57-64;  chlavaralll,  kLS£M£A>  PP>  *0, 
71-2;  Sarvlzlo  information!  Hilltari,  gtiopia,.. notlzla  schamaticha 
aull '  ordlnamonto  poll tlco-mlli  tare  (Roma,  19 35);  Dal  Boca,  Oil 
ltalianl.  pp.  231-3:  ACS,  CG,  folder  67;  Luigi  Ooglla,  *Un  aapetto 
del ‘ azl one  politics  Italians  durante  la  campagna  d'Btlopla 
1935-36 ,"  S tor la  contemporanea  (Dec,  197 7). 

125.  Clara  Conti,  ed.,  II  proves  so  Roa t ta  (Rome,  1945),  pp.  13,  25; 
Barton  Whaley,  Codeword  Barbarossa  (Cambridge,  Haas,  1973),  p,  252; 


Mar io  Toscano, 


(Baltimore,  1970),  412-3 ; 


Alcofar  Nassaes,  C.T.V.,  pp.  43-8;  Shores,  Spanish  Civil — Ai£ 
Forces ,  pp.  14- S,  Coverdale ,  Italian  Intervention,  pp.  3S6-7;  MA 
T821/384/319;  Stanley  G.  Payne,  The  Spanish  Revolution  (Mew  York, 
1970),  pp.  324,  345-6  n.48;  Lawrence  R.  Pratt,  gaat  of  Halta.^NesA 
of  Suez  (New  York,  197S) ,  64  n.  3. 

126.  Giacomo  Carbonl,  Memorie  secrete  1935-1948  (Florence,  29553,  pp. 
76-7;  De  Risio,  Generali,  pp.  20- 55. 

127.  cesare  Amt,  Guerra  seareta  in  Italia  (Rome,  29542,  pp.  5-6,  66; 
Knox,  •Fascist  Italy  Assesses  Its  Bnemles,*  Giambartolomei ,  "I 
servlxi  segreti  milltare  i.taJiani,”  62-3. 

128.  Sweet,  Iron  Arm ,  pp.  154-89;  NA  T821/ 107/98 -112,  160-3;  ibid., 

108/695713;  Ibid.,  384/296-329,  377-459;  NA  TS86/487/4766S-78 . 

129.  pricolo ,  la  Real  a  Aeronautics,  pp.  29-33,  91,  95-7,  104-7,  110-2, 
117,  122,  132-3,  140-2,  150-1;  Minniti,  •La  politics  lndustrlaJe,' ; 
Ceva ,  Le  forze  armate,  pp.  272-4. 

130.  Fioravanzo ,  L‘  oruanlzzazlone  deli  a  ...mrlnA,  PP ■  81-7,  309-22, 

348- 55;  Carlo  De  Rlslo  and  Aldo  Cocchla,  I  mezvl  d'assglto  (Rome, 

1972),  pp.  5-31;  Harold  Fock  Fast  Fighting  Boats, 1320,-2245 

(Annapolis,  1978),  pp.  98-107;  Giorgerlni  and  Nani,  &&££££< IS. 
g&i&LfigU  PP  •  484-5. 

131.  Knox,  Mussolini  Unleashed,  pp.  90-1,  93-5,  98-100,  116-25;  Ceva, 

pp,  248-58 ;  idem.,  La  condotta  Italians  della  auetra; _ Ca/_ajiaro_£ 

ii  Comondo  puprern  1941/1942  (Milan,  1975),  pp.  17-24. 

132  Montanarl,  Le  tr uppp  italiane ,  pp.  174-236. 

233.  Vitale,.  L 1  opera  4eJ2  'oaerci  to,  pp.  223-41 ;  Cesare  Marla  De  vec.chi 
Orizzontl  d’Jmpero  (Milan,  1935);  USB,  Somalia,  2,  (Rome,  I960); 
Ottorino  Mezzettl ,  Guerra  in  Libia  (Rome,  1933);  Danllo  Veneruso  |«l_ 


410. 


Viol  2  la  del  easel smo  (Bologna,  1968),  pp.  436-40 ;  Vitale,  3, 
It' opera  del  l 1  esercl  to ,  pp.  164-93;  Vincenzo  Lioy,  L 1  opera 

1,  (Borne,  1964);  Grazlanl,  Verso  11  Fexzan 
( Tripoli ,  19294;  Mondaini ,  Manual  e  dl  8  tor  la,  pp .  423-62. 

134.  ACS,  CC,  "Died  anni,";  Mondalni,  Manual  a  dl  a  tor  la.  pp.  461-92; 

Attilio  Texuzzi,  Cixenalca  vexdo  (Milan,  1931);  Edvard 
Evans -Pritchard,  The  Sanusl  of  Curenalca  (Oxford,  1949);  Knud 
Holmboe ,  Peaoxt  Encounter  ('London,  19364;  Piexi  and  Rochat, 

Sadoqllo,  pp.  606-19;  exaziani,  Cixenalca  paciflcata  (Milan,  1932); 
Rochet ,  “La  rlpressiona  della  resistance  araba  In  Cirenalca  nel 
1930-31,  ’  IJ  (ffpylffientc.  dl  liberations  in  Italia  (Jan-Mar,  1970). 

135.  Del  Boca,  Cl 4 . Italian! ,  pp.  309-600;  refer!  Teklehalmanot ,  ’The 

Ethiopian  Feudal  Army  and  its  Wats,  1060-1936 ,*  fdiss.,  Kansas 
State  University,  1971);  Peter  Schwab,  Halle  Selassie  X  (Chicago, 
1979),  pp.  9-16;  Goglla,  ’ Un  aspetto  del'azlone  politics ,*  op, 
cit.;  Comando  dalle  Force  Armate  della  Somalia ,  op.  cit, 

136.  ACS,  CG,  folder  56,  mI  priml  vent 1  meal  dell ’ Impero’ ;  Ibid.,  folder 

60,  ’ll  mtcondo  anno  dell  ‘ Impero’ ;  ibid.,  folder  27,  ’La  battaglla 

dello  Scloa’;  Governo  General e  AOI ,  Stato  magglore,  11  Jo  anno 
dell ‘Impero,  5  vols.,  (Addis  Ababa,  1937);  Aldo  catti,  II  XV  (Rome, 
1969);  Ugo  Cava  Hero,  cli _ avvenlmentl _ ml  11  tail 

nell ‘Impero  dal  12  g ennalo  1938-XVl  a 1  12  oennalo  1939-XVII,  2 
vols.,  f Addis  Ahaha,  1939);  Federico  Cargneluttl,  Africa 
Orientals ,  scacchiere  nord  (Udine,  1962),  pp.  9-46. 

137.  Hillard  C.  Frank,  ’ Haval  Operations  In  the  Spanish  Civil  War, 
1936  -1939 Naval  War  College  Review  (Jan-Feb,  1984);  Alcofar 
Nassaes,  La  marina  Italians .  pp  54-69,  87-143,  169-76,  192-216, 
233-51,  opera  omnia  di  Benito  Mussolini ,  appendlcl  (Rome,  1970-004 


419. 


42,  p.  192. 
D'Avanzo,  A 


All  e  pal  trone .  pp.  221-3 ,  227-8 ;  Pricolo ,  La  Peg  la 
I.,  pp.  28-36:  ACS,  MAI,  folder  9,  ’Vex  ball  doll  a  NVIII 


session®  della  Commission®  Suprema  di  Dlfeaa , "  p.  23;  Ronald 


Fraser, 


Cover dale , 


(New  York,  19 79),  pp.  44 1-2;  Coverdale, 


t,  p.  410. 


pp.  280-2 ,  337,  350-1,  354-8, 


373,  375-9;  Sandro  Plazzonl , 


Spagna  (Rome,  19391  preface  by  Ottavio  Zoppi,  pp.  x-xvl ;  Bel  for  to, 
feuima  Civile,  3,  pp.  141-6 ,  179-254;  Ibid.,  Vo  1.  4,  7-87, 
123-41,  157-71;  sttore  Manca  di  Mores,  LLlml*so  dell‘ ar ti oiler 1 a 


(Rome,  1941),  passim. 


Rocha t. 


,m,  p.  129;  (Salllnari,  &1< 


223-9;  USE,  L‘ eserci to.  pp.  20-4. 


USE,  L ' eserci t 
2156 ,  218-20. 


I,  pp.  87-98 ,  115-22;  Ceva, 


Cancvarl ,  " Forecasts  from  the  war  In  Spain," 


(Mar -Apr,  1938), 

Sweet,  iron  Arm,  p.  161;  use,  £/j 
torze  arm te.  pp.  259-60. 


pp.  123-7;  Ceva,  f/g 


Montanarl ,  L‘ eserci to.  pp.  9-19,  221-2,  235-477,  252-77 . 


Del  Boca , 


,,  pp.  720-3;  NA  T82U1077/73 ,78 ,81 ,112; 


Ibid.,  108/695-6 ;  ibid.,  384/180-2;  Frank, 


47-9;  Pricolo, 
Floravanzo,  L'< 


a,  pp.  28-37. 


pp.  36-7,  322-3. 


Bernottl,  Clnauant  orml .  pp.  372,  206-8,  215-6,  227-8,  229-32, 

241-3,  247-9. 


420. 


148.  Bernottl,  Ojncuant ’ annl >  pp.  250;  idem.,  S tor la,  pp.  36-40; 

Floravanzo,  L' organ! zzazl one  del  la  marina,  pp.  117-20 ,  322-32; 
Glorgerlnl  and  Nani,  Almnacco  Star  lea,  pp.  484-S;  lachino , 
Tramonto  di  un^rande_mrAna,  pp.  73-4 . 

149.  Lee  Kermett,  A  History  of  strategic  Bombing  (New  York,  1982),  pp. 

82-3;  HA  T821/213/505-6,  683;  Roberto  Gentlli ,  L‘avlazlone  da 

caccla  T tall  ana  1918-1939.  1,  (Florence,  19 77),  pp.  84,  93-4; 
Giovanni  De  Luna,  Badoolio.  On  ml 11  tare  al  potezo  (Milan,  1974), 
p.  231. 

150.  Mecozzl ,  Guerra,  p.  27;  Thompson,  Italian  Aircraft,  pp.  143-9; 

Gen  till  L'aviAZlone,  pp.  51,  84;  Clullo  Lazzatl,  storm l  d' Italia 
(Milan,  197 5),  pp.  19,  21,  43,  72,  102 . 

151.  Robert  Harris  and  Jeremy  Paxman,  A  Hither  Form  of  Nil lino  (London, 

1982),  p.  49;  Pricolo,  La  Pool  a  Aeronautic.*,  p,  33;  Shores, 

Spanish  Civil  War  Air  Farces ,  p,  15s  Ernie  Chatfleld,  It  Could 
Happen  Again  (London,  1946),  p.  94;  Giuseppe  Valle  Domini  nel 
dell:  atorla  dell' aeronautic*  itallana  (Rome,  1958) ,  p.  287; 

Ceva,  "Lo  svlluppo,"  p.  32;  Bernottl,  Clnauant' annl ,  p.  241. 

152.  Enrico  Heille,  ‘Lo  formazloni  di  battaglla  della  caccla 

leglonarla ,"  Ri vista  aeronaytlca  (May  1940);  Alegl,  * Chlrrl ,"  pp. 
12-8;  Gentlli,  L‘ aviazione.  pp.  109-10,  120;  Idem.,  L‘ avlazlone  da 
caccla  Itallana.  2,  ( Florence ,  1982),  p .  138. 

153.  Hecozzl ,  Guerra .  pp.  307-8;  Lazzatl,  Storm 1  d'ltalla,  pp.  137-8; 

Pricolo,  La  Regia  Aeronautics,  pp.  28-39,  106-7,  132-3,  167, 

187-8;  Floravanzo ,  L'oroanlzzazdone  della  marina ,  pp.  41-52: 

Thompson,  Italian  Aircraft .  pp.  36,  166,  183,  224,  227 ,  236. 
Pricolo,  La  Red  a  Aeronaut:  1  ca .  pp.  95-6,  112-3,  161;  Porro , 

L' avlazlone,  pp.  60-1 ,  77-8,  89-9). 


154. 


421. 


155 .  DAvanzo,  Al 1  e  Pol trono .  pp.  267-9. 

[ 

156.  Ambroglo  Ballad,  find  doped!  a  de.i  nostri  combat  tlmentl  colonlall 
(Turin,  19361,  p .  219 ;  Del  Boca,  Gil  Itallanl ,  p.  488 ;  Idem.,  &a 
guerra  d'Abissinia  1935-41  (Milan,  1965),  pp.  74-6, 

157.  Belforte ,  4,  La_guerra  civile,  pp.  28-41,  125-38. 

158.  NA  T821/ 107/73,  78,  81,  112;  ibid.,  108/695-6;  ibid.,  384/180-2. 

159.  Ceva,  *Un  Intezvento  dl  Badogllo  e  il  mancato  rlnnovamento  delle 
artlglierle  ltallaj.e,"  II  Rlsoraimento  (June,  1976)  pp.  161-8. 

160.  Floravanzo,  LLoMarUsazione.  della  marina,  pp.  322-6 ;  Bernotti , 
Stor la.  pp.  36-7;  SebasKiano  Licheri,  L’arma  aerea  i tall  ana  nella 
aeconda  guerra  mondial*  (Mllcn,  1974) ,  pp.  16-9. 

161.  Qulrlno  Armelllnl,  La  cri al  dell 1 eaercl to  (Pome  1945),  p.  67; 

Bottal ,  eAMl£.„W&zA2M.  PP -  64-7;  UpJjlAJLilJiI^..QS£mil...m ,USj*£1L 
Studies  (Mew  York,  1979),  Yol .  14,  MS  #  V-3,  p.  11;  ibid.,  MS  # 

C-01S,  p.  11;  Leandro  Giaccone,  Ho  firm  to  la  xeaa  dl  Roma  (Milan, 

1973),  pp,  23-4. 

162.  Ceva,  Le  forze  axmate.,  pp.  220-1,  262-4;  Bottal ,  Dlarlo  1935-1944, 
pp.  72-3,  84,  103;  NA  T821/3 84/407;  Splgo,  Pr ernes se  techniche .  p. 
61;  League  of  Nations ,,  Records  of  the  Conference  fox  the  Reduction 

;3Ed — yMEflUaQ _ Si _ Armaments  National  Defence  Expenditure 

commission,.  Report  of  the  Technical  Committee,  1,  (Geneva.  1933), 
p.  267. 

163.  NA  T821/375/1-375;  Ibid.,  384/377-459;  USB,  L'eserci to.  pp. 

238-63;  Ceva,  *Un  intervento,"  163;  idem.,  Le  forze  armato,  pp. 

260-2;  Sweet ,  Iron  Arm,  pp.  143-6. 

164.  USB,  L’esercl to,  pp.  21 5,  217-20,  260;  Bnci cloned la  ml 11  tare 

(Milan,  1927-33),  4,  pp.  ill-2,  407-8;  Liddell  Hart,  The  Liddell 
Hart  Memoirs .  p.  104;  idem.,  Europe  In  Arms  (London,  1937),  pp. 


422. 

35-6;  Roatta,  Otto  mlllonl  dl  balonette.  pp,  37-42;  World  War  II, 
MS  #  T-3,  p.  11;  Ibid  ,  MS  #  C-015,  pp.  3,  9;  Massimo  Maglstratl , 
L' Italia  a  Berllno  ( 1937-1939 )  (Milan,  1956),  pp.  42-5;  SiJvio 
Bertoldi,  Vittorio  Emanuele  (Turin,  1970),  pp.  388-9. 


165. 

Enclclopedla  mill  tare,  1,  pp. 

414-5,  663; 

ibid,,  6, 

p.  1032; 

Spiao.  Premesse  techni che,  p. 

S3;  Bnno  von 

Rlntelen, 

Mussolini 

1 'alleato  (Rome,  1952),  p.  48. 

166.  Roatta,  Otto  mllionl  di  balonette .  pp.  30- 7;  Manca  di  Mores, 

l'imoleao  dell' artlalierla  1  tali  ana.  pp.  32-4,  44;  A I  A 

T821/37S/2S7-S3,  270-2,  392-3. 

167.  End  cl opedl a  mill  tare ,  1,  pp.  51,  424-5;  R&chat,  1  *  esercl to 

itallano.  pp.  5 82-4;  Angelo  Stlrpe,  “ Note  sul  dlsegno  di  legge  per 
1 ' avanzamento  deg 11  official!  dell ‘Esercl to, ’  Esercito  e  nazione 
(Apr.  1934);  Ceva,  M-  forze  arma  te ,  p.  262;  idem.,  "I in 

lntervento,"  p.  163;  Spigo,  Pr ernes se  techni che .  pp.  51-2. 

168.  Enel  eloped! a  ml  11  tare.  6,  p.  901;  Mlnlstero  della  Guerra,  Comando 
del  Corpo  di  sea  Co  magglore,  Reoolomento  per  la  scuola  dl  guerra 
(Rome,  1928);  idem.,  Reoolomento  per  2'istJtuto  suveciore  dl 
guerra  (Rome,  19'6);  Luigi  Marches i ,  Come  alamo  arrlvatl  a 
Brindisi  (Milan,  1969),  pp.  5-8. 

169.  Ceva,  Le  forze  armate.  pp.  266-7. 

170.  Ceva,  Le  forze  armate.  pp.  227-8;  lachino,  Tramonto  di  un  grande 
marine,  pp.  61-98;  Fl oravanzo,  L' oraanlzzazione  della  marina,  pp. 
25/ -78;  Bernard! ,  11  dl**rmc  navale,  pp.  720-4. 

171  Rochat,  Italo  Balbo .  pp.  132-8;  Alegl ,  ' Chlrrl ,"  pp.  9-12; 

Gent, ill,  L‘  avlazi one,  1,  pp.  13,  67;  D'Avanzo,  All  e  poltrone ,  pp. 
194-8,  862-9;  Alberto  Rea  L * accademl a  aeronautl c a  (Rome,  1977), 

pp.  22-3 ,  32-4,  44,  73-7,  84,  104,  113,  124-5,  144-5;  USE, 


423 . 


Verb  All ,  p.  94. 

172.  For  the  interplay  of  Pi edmor. tese-ltallan  domestic,  foreign  and 
military  policies  in  the  Nineteenth  and  early  Twentieth  Centuries, 
see:  Denis  Mack  smith  Victor  Emanuel ,  Cavour  and  the  Msordmento 
( London ,  1971);  Federico  Chabod ,  S tori  a  della  politics  ester a 
Italians  dal  1870  al  1396  (Bari,  1951);  R.J.B.  Bosworth,  1 talu, 
the  Least  of  the  Great  Powers  (New  York,  1979);  Ceva,  he  forze 
armate,  pp.  15-113. 

173.  Knox,  Mussolini  Unleashed,  pp.  3-125 ;  Sullivan,  A  Thirst  for  Gloru, 


GERMAN  MILITARY  EFFECTIVENESS 


BETWEEN  1919  and  1939 


Manfred  Messerschmldt 
Mill targeschlchtllches  Forschungsamt 


In&ss&usSiAsxL 


Between  1919  and  193 5  one  cannot  apeak  of  a  consistent  level  of 
German  military  effectiveness.  Far  much  of  the  period ,  situated  between 
relatively  strong*  neighbora,  the  German  state  possessed  only  a  small 
professional  army,  one  that  could  not  produce  sufficient  reserves  to  face 
even  one  of  its  neighbors.  The  miniscule  navy  was  even  less  signifi¬ 
cant .  Nhat  makes  a  comparison  between  the  Weimx r  and  the  Nazi  period 
doubtful  in  another  respect  was  the  totally  different  political 
structures  of  both  systems.  On  the  other  hand ,  there  were  elements  which 
contributed  to  a  continuity  and  which  must  be  addressed  in  any  attempt  at 
analyzing  Germany's  military  effectiveness  during  the  Jnterwar  period. 

Both  phases  of  the  1919-1939  period  were  characterized  by  a 
resolution  to  overturn  the  Versailles  Treaty  and  to  regain  Germany's 
position  as  a  great  power.  Political ,  strategic,  and  operational  ideas 


and  plans  changed;  conditions  altered,  but  the  goal  --  to  build  up  modern 
ground  forces,  supported  by  a  powerful  air  force,  and  ready  to  wage  a  wax 
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to  reshape  Europe  politically  were  common  themes. 

Adolf  Hitler's  desire  to  achieve  this  goal  in  a  far  shorter  time 
was  one  of  the  major  new  accents  Introduced  after  1933.  It  proved  to  be 
a  decisive  one.  Its  Impact  on  German  finances ,  resources ,  and  on  the 

whole  economy  was  serious  and  created  new  conditions  demanding  desperate 
responses . 

During  both  of  these  phases  the  Relchswehr  and  Wehrmacht  were 
occupied  in  defixina  their  positions  within  the  state.  There  was, 

however,  a  vital  difference  in  context  between  the  republican  system  and 
the  thoroughly  militarized  Fllhrers  taa  t .  One  might  think  that  with  its 
growing  strength  in  the  late  1930s  the  uohrmacht' s  Importance  in  the 
system  enjoyed  a  corresponding  rise.  That  this  was  not  the  case  suggests 
that  there  is  not  necessarily  a  correlation  between  military  strength, 
the  political  system,  and  the  amount  of  influence  that  a  military 
organization  is  able  to  wield.  With  respect  to  the  more  or  less 
defensive  foreign  policy  of  the  Weimar  Republic  as  opposed  to  Hitler's 
aggressive  alms ,  one  cannot  even  say  that  military  Influence  is  more 

favourably  conditioned  by  an  offensive  foreign  policy,  and  less  so  by  a 

defensive  foreign  policy.  But  this  rather  general  remark  requires  some 
amplification:  the  organization  of  a  Fdhrerstaat:  by  a  radical  political 

party  necessarily  changed  the  military's  position  with  regard  to  its 
political  and  strategic  influence.  With  respect  to  operational  and 
tactical  questions ,  there  was  apparently  no  similar  revolutionary 
Impact.  Here  seems  to  lie  the  difference  between  the  political  and  the 
professional  claims  of  the  military  versus  a  given  political  system. 

Of  course,  one  should  not  look  upon  military  developments  In 
Germany  during  this  period  as  having  the  isolated  character  of  a  social 
science  model.  There  was  a  genuine  new  beginning  after  '-he  overwhelming 
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breakdown  in  1918  with  its  singular  political ,  Intellectual ,  and  material 
consequences.  While  the  Weimar  Republic  and  National  Socialism  were  very 
much  the  step  children  of  this  historic  event,  they  were  also  connected 
with  earlier  trends  In  German  history.  And  military  developments  were 
only  one  variable  in  the  nation's  course  after  1918. 

In  stressing  continuities  one  ha;  to  point  at  Germany's  tradition 
as  a  military  state.  The  one  hundred  year  tradition  of  compulsory 
military  service  with  Its  wide  Impact  on  society ,  state,  and  mind 
prepared  the  ground  for  the  Reichswehr  and  the  Wehrmach  t .  This 
preparation  represented  a  major  asset  tor  Hitler's  success  in  Germany's 
rearmament  program  and  preparations  tor  war,  Without  this  background, 
the  German  military  would  have  enjoyed  nothing  like  the  speed  of  its 
expansion  between  1931  and  1S39,  This  background  of  knowledge, 
experiences,  and  resolution  resulted  in  speed  and  quality  for  the  whole 
rearmament  effort.  This  backbone  of  remilitarization  counted  far  more 
than  the  mere  totals  of  divisions,  aircraft,  or  submarines.  The 
historical  background  Is  equally  Important  in  understanding  the  Innate 
shortcomings  of  German  militarism.  Its  continental  conception  of 
strategic  priorities  played  an  essential  role  In  skewing  Germany's 
strategic  approach.  Moreover,  German  feelings  of  superiority  In  will  and 
leadership  were  responsible  for  consistently  shortsighted  evaluations  of 
the  capabilities  of  potential  adversaries. 


A.  General  Situation 

Since  the  beginning  of  the  Reichswehr  one  cannot  speak  simply  of 
the  armed  forces'  endeavour  to  gain  Influence  In  the  framework  of  a  given 
political  structure,  In  a  way  the  Reichswehr  attempted  to  realize  Its 
alms  In  cooperation  with  as  well  as  apart  from  the  Republic, 

The  Reichswehr' s  political  effectiveness  can ,  therefore,  be  more 
easily  measured  with  respect  to  Its  goals  than  wi th  respect  to  national 
policies.  It's  position,  conditioned  by  the  Versailles  Treaty,  and  the 
anti -republican  feelings  within  the  officer  corps,  resulted  In  the  so- 
called  " state  within  the  state *  attitude.  On  the  whole,  military 
interests  were  backed  by  the  right  wing  parties  and  big  Industries,  and 
were  criticized  from  t he  left  by  communists  and  social  democrats.  This 
political  effectiveness  could  not  be  more  than  gaining  support  by 
Interests  ready  to  contravene  the  Peace  Treaty,  to  deceive  the 
Interallied  Control  Commission ,  and  to  2>acJ<  the  Reichswehr  against  public 
and  parliamentary  criticism,  Political  effectiveness  could  also  mean 
getting  governmental  assistance  for  military  policies.  This  meant 
preparedness  for  discussion  and  came  Into  existence  on  a  larger  scale 
after  Seeckt ‘ a  d J smi ssal , 

B.  Constitutional  Conditions  Allowing  for  Political  Effectiveness 

The  Weimar  Constitution  assigned  the  supreme  command  to  the 
President  of  the  Republic  whereas  the  Rei chawehrml ni s ter  only  became  head 
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of  administrative  and  budget  matters.  Thus ,  the  all  encompassing  power 
of  the  Emperor  in  Bismarck's  Reich  was  split .  The  President' s  supreme 
command  was  exercised  by  the  Rei chswehrml nl s ter  who  was  responsible  to 
the  Reichstag 1  and  to  the  President  in  Koimandofraaen  (questions  of 
command ).  He  was  also  the  only  minister  who  had  a  direct  access  to  the 
President.  This  legal  construction  led  to  a  conviction  on  the  part  of 
the  military  that  they  held  a  position  in  the  state  that  lay  beyond 
parliament ,  political  parties ,  and  every  day  politics.  This  legal 
construction  created  gaps  that  allowed  substantial  political  influence 
for  the  military  high  command,  especially  the  chef  der  Metres  lei tung 
(Army  chief  of  Staff )  who  had  his  say  at  the  highest  level,  that  is  as  a 
figure  between  Chancellor ,  Defense  Minister,  and  President.  General  Hans 
von  Seeckt,  chef  der  Heereslcl tunc  in  1920  after  the  Kapp  Putsch,  in  fact 
assumed  most  of  the  powers  of  the  Defense  Minister. 

Seeckt,  disposing  of  an  effective  staff,  created  the  new  General 

Staff  (Truppenamt)  and  practically  becamtt  the  supreme  commander  of  the 

Relchsheer  (army).  During  Seeckt' a  time  the  Reichswehrminls ter  became  a 

2 

Rand  flour  (peripheral  player) .  Seeckt:  demanded  that  as  Chef  der 
Heeresleltuno ,  he  possessed  the  unrestricted  right  to  represent  the 
interests  of  the  Relchswehr  without  any  political  control .  The  military, 
consequently,  managed  to  block  the  nomination  of  a  secretary  of  state  for 
war  and  to  take  over  the  political  responsibilities  normally  assigned  to 
such  a  post. 

The  election  of  Paul  von  Hindenburg  as  president  of  the  Republic  in 
1925  made  the  most  respected  officer  of  the  old  army  the  Supreme 
Commander  of  the  Relchswehr ,  This  meant  that  there  was  now  a  greater 
military  authority  above  the  Chef  der  Heereslel tunc ■  Seeckt ‘a  dismissal 
followed  soon  after.  The  new  Rei chswehrmlnl a  ter ,  Otto  Gesaler,  reduced 
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the  political  position  of  the  Chef  der  Heerealeituno  in  1926  by  forming  a 
socalled  Nehrmach tab  tel  1 una  which  became  the  new  bureaucratic  center  for 
all  political  questions  which  held  the  connections  with  the  Reichstag, 
and  which  gave  the  Minister  direct  assistance.  Thus ,  with  Seeckt' a 
dismissal  the  political  weight  shifted  to  the  Defense  Minister. 

But  during  Seeckt' a  time  the  Relchawehr  laid  the  foundation  for  a 
political  military  order  that  aimed  at  Ignoring  the  aims  and  values  of 
the  Republic  in  order  to  organize  a  thoroughly  militarized  society  and  a 
modern  army  ready  to  wage  an  industrialized  war.  The  Reichswehr  pictured 
Itself  as  creating  the  core  of  such  a  future  state  of  affairs.  Such  a 
political  strategy  was  not  fully  understood  by  republican  politicians * 
even  though  Vilhelm  Groener ,  first  chief  of  staff  in  the  post  war  period , 
had  envisaged  such  a  state  of  affairs  as  early  as  1919. 5 

The  now  office,  the  Wehrmach tab  tell  una .  was  further  developed  and 
strengthened  and  became  the  Minis  ter  amt .  which  gained  the  position  of  a 
central  office  for  the  Reichswehr  beside  the  Army  and  Navy  high  commands . 
Its  chief ,  Kurt  von  Schleicher ,  became  the  cniet  figure  in  military 
policy ,  which,  of  course,  did  not  mean  that  political  control  over  the 
forces  was  realized.  This  new  office  managed  to  keep  the  minister  from 
exercising  his  Kommandooewal t .  With  Groener  and  then  Schleicher  as 
Relchswehrmlnlster ,  the  Army  could  directly  voice  its  interests  and  push 
for  its  own  armaments  policy.  The  PrSsldlal  sustain  (presidential 

dictatorship)  during  the  last  years  of  the  Weimar  Republic  further 
strengthened  the  position  of  the  military.  The  new  armament  policy, 
which  the  military  had  tried  to  achieve  with  the  so  called  dffnuna  nach 
link/?  (opening  to  the  left)  after  1926,  could  not  bo  realized  without  the 
assistance  of  the  Social  Democratic  party  in  the  Reichstag ,  On  the 
contrary,  Schleicher  attempted  to  win  over  the  Nazi  Party  for  his 
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armaments'  program.  The  Army  now  intended  to  organize  a  large  militia 
around  the  core  of  the  professional  forces.  In  order  to  mobilize  the 
uehrwillerf  (war  spirit),  it  hoped  to  bring  the  Nazi  mass  organization 
into  line  with  its  policy  and  to  establish  some  form  of  organization 
under  military  supervision  to  utilize  the  radical  right.  Hereby, 
Schleicher  sought  to  gain  for  the  military  a  dominant  position  in  the 
state  as  well  as  a  solid  basis  for  the  general  militarization  of  t ho 
nation.  In  this  he  failed,  Hitler  was  not  willing  to  serve  interests 
which  would  only  check  his  own  ambitions . 

Hit h  respect  to  the  Relchswehr' s  position  in  the  state  and  its 
power  to  convince  the  government  of  the  political  adequacy  of  armament 
plans  one  must  note  the  fact  that  Groener  as  Rel chswehrml nl s ter  in  1931 
had  also  become  the  Reichslnnenmlnistei:  (Minister  of  tho  Interior ) .  In 
the  spring  of  1933  the  second  Armament  Program  was  launched  to  provide 
equipment  for  a  21-division  Army  by  193B .  Groener  worked  to  harmonize 
Relchawehp  policy  with  the  Brtlnlnq  Government'  a  revisionist  policy  in 
order  to  get  International  acceptance  for  a  limited  German  rearmament . 

As  Rejchsweh r minis $er ,  Schleicher  began  to  change  military  policy 
and  to  influence  directly  foreign  and  domestic  policy.  His  activities 
aimed  at  guiding  German  policy  almost  wholly  into  line  with  military 
Interests,  one  historian  has  rightly  suggested  that  he  acted  in 
accordance  with  strategic  conceptions  derived  from  Nor Id  War  I ,  which 
argued  for  the  organization  of  all  important  areas  of  public  life  in 
order  to  create  a  Hehraem.i nschaft  (completely  militarized  society) , 
Thus,  military  Interests  attempted  to  bring  financial,  economic,  and 
educational  policies  into  line  with  foreign  policy.  The  governing  Idea 
was  to  establish  a  military  authoritarian  system  based  on  mss 
mobilization  of  population  and  industry.6 
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C.  The  Military  in  the  FQhrer-Staat 

With  hitler's  coming  to  power  the  National  Socialists  realized  most 
of  those  alms  and  established  the  most  militarized  system  ever  seen  in 
Germany.  German  political  and  social  life  was  almost  wholly  absorbed 
into  the  Nazi  Party  and  the  military,  excepted  from  this  process ,  seemed 
to  be  in  an  ideal  position  to  realize  its  political  hopes. 

General  Werner  von  Blomberg  became  Krleasmlnlster  (War  Minister) 
and  Supreme  Commander,  with  direct  access  to  Nindenburg  and  Hitler.  For 
the  first  time  the  Gorman  military  possessed  a  supreme  commander  who  was 
more  than  a  representative  figure  like  the  Kaiser  or  the  Pei efts president. 
With  Hitler  hesitating  in  foreign  and  military  poiicy  due  to  Internal 
political  considerations  during  the  first  months  of  Nazi  rule.  Blomberg 
virtually  directed  foreign  and  rearmament  policy  together  with  Konstantin 
von  Neurath,  the  Foreign  Minister.  Both  pushed  German  rearmament  and 
directed  German  policy  at  the  Disarmament  Conference  in  February  -  March 
1933  at  Geneva.  They  sought  to  use  British  and  French  proposals  ns  a 
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pretext  to  leave  the  conference.  This  policy,  when  initiated,  was  not 
even  discussed  with  Hitler.  But  Hitler  followed;  and  Germany  left  the 
Disarmament  Conference  and  the  League  of  Nations.  Seemingly  the  military 
was  the  complete  master  in  questions  of  strategic  policy  with  the  full 
agreement  of  the  Foreign  minister. 

Clearly  German  rearmament  after  January  1933  was  pushed  beyond  tbn 
limits  of  the  international  security  system  by  the  military  and  the 
Foreign  Office.  Nevertheless ,  while  Hitler  followed  this  course,  ho  had 
dene  so  because  it  corresponded  with  hi  a  own  plans.  Significantly  the 
political  influence  of  both  agencies  soon  began  to  diminish.  Hitler  had 
used  the  military  to  serve  his  policy,  and  he  allowed  them  substantial 
freedom  in  their  own.  sphere:  rearmament  and  training  of  the  forces.  But 
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he  did  not  concede  political  power.  Despite  the  fact  that  this  state  of 

affairs  became  apparent  early  on  (by  1934),  the  military  believed  that 

they  could  stabilize  their  position  and  Influence  policy  at  a  far  higher 

level  than  in  the  Republic.  The  Nehrmach  taunt,  Blomberg' s  political 

staff,  estimated  that  the  kefir mach t  would  become  the  greatest  power  in 

$ 

the  Nazi  State  as  soon  as  the  300,000  man  Army  was  ready. 

Tne  Nehrmacht' s  policy  to  secure  its  position  consisted  of\ 
demonstrated  loyalty  to  Hitler ,  a  full  acceptance  of  the  Nazi  State, 
political  Indoctrination  of  the  Army ,  attempts  to  reduce  the 
quasi -military  branches  of  the  party  ( the  SA  and  SS) ,  and  a  , tussive 
program  of  rearmament ,  But  in  foreign  policy  and  with  respect  to  the 
final  alms  of  rearmament  the  Uehxmacht  did  not  attain  a  position  as  the 
chief  advisor  to  the  Chancellor . 

The  Cabinet ,  where  Blomberg  was  a  key  figure ,  never  became  a 

decision  making  agency  in  the  new  Nazi  State,  This  was  clearly  shown  in 

April  1933,  when  Neurath  pushed  the  Foreign  Office's  strategic  approach 

in  the  Cabinet.  Both  the  Foreign  Office  and  the  Hehrmacht  advocated  a 

considerably  slaver  course  to  regain  German  predominance  in  Europe  with 
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Poland  as  the  first  potential  victim .  Hitler  refused  to  discuss  such 

a  Hilhelmian  diplomatic  course.  He  had  his  own  approach  to  advancing 
Germany's  role  in  the  world,  and  by  January  1934  he  had  signed  the 

German- Polish  Non-Agression  Treaty. 

The  Nehrmach t  *  a  relatively  weak  position  in  terms  of  political 
influence  did  not  alter  after  Hlndenburg' s  death  (August  1934 )  In  fact 
it  further  declined,  for  Hitler  assumed  the  position  of  the 
Pel chsprSsl dent  and  thereby  became  Blomberg' a  military  superior.  This 

direct  link  further  weakened  the  political  position  of  the  Nehrmacht ,  As 
a  result  of  the  Enabling  Act  of  23  Hatch  1933  the  Reichstag  was  reduced 
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to  a  stag®  for  symbolic  performances;  thereby  the  Relchskrieesmlnlster' s 
responsibility  to  the  parliament  lapsed ,  and  he  became  exclusively 
dependent  on  Hitler's  personal  will.  Consequently ,  there  was  no 

regularly  working  body  in  Germany  to  discuss  and  formulate  military  and 
strategic  policies.  Moreover,  Blomherg  was  not  able  to  gb In  the 

confidence  and  support  of  the  Army,  while  Gdrlng  held  a  special 

relationship  with  Hitler .10 

D.  General  Staff  Organization i  Policy  and  Economy  Versus  Strategy 

Initially,  Blomberg  as  Reichskrleasmlnister  disponed  of  tar  greater 
power  in  peacetime  than  had  ever  been  the  case  in  Germany.  His  position 
combined  the  competence  and  responsibility  of  the  Rvlchswehrmlnlater  and 
the  Chief  of  Army  High  Command  of  the  Weimar  Republic.  He  could  count  on 
Hlndenburg  as  President  of  the  ffaigfc.  But  things  changed  with  Hitler's 
succession  to  the  Presidency  in  August  1934.  The  Ptlhrer  was  now  the 

unrestricted  Supreme  Commander.  The  Defense  Law  of  May  1935  assigned  all 
powers  necessary  to  him  to  declare  a  state  of  imminent  danger  of  war .  On 
the  other  hand  Blomberg  was  never  able  Co  cover  the  necessary  strategic 
requirements  with  his  small  staff,  the  Wehrmachtamt .  Because  oL  these 
shortcomings  the  Wehrmacht  did  not  dispose  of  a  Wehrmacht  general  staff 
in  the  true  sense. 

In  its  place  the  Army's  general  staff  demanded  that  it  be  allowed 
to  become  the  responalblle  military  and  poll  tied  advisor  to  Hitler. 
Prom  this  demand  by  the  Army,  based  or.  German  military  traditions  since 
Moltke's  time,  emanated  a  long-lasting  quairel  between  the  Wehrmachtamt 
and  the  Army's  general  staff,  which  resulted  in  a  most,  ecu?/ :<?rprc ductl ve 
“theater  of  war“  organization  during  Worla  War  II.  The  quarrel  had  begun 
as  early  as  late  1933  with  a  memorandum  drafted  by  officers  In  the 
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Truppenamt , 1 1  General  Ludvig  Beck,  then  chief  of  the  Truppenamt . 

supported  the  proposals  brought  forward  in  these  papers  with  his  cum 

12 

ideas  in  January  1934.  The  argument  was  to  introduce  a  Uehrmach t 
general  staff,  under  the  Influence  and  control  of  the  Army  general  staff 
to  determine  organization,  planning,  and  operations,  This,  of  course, 
meant  that  the  Army  general  staff  would  replace  the  Uehrmach  t, wit  in 
determining  strategic  and  Joint  service  issues. 

The  controversy  became  more  Important,  when  Hitler  began  to  push 
preparations  for  war.  Beck1 s  evaluation  of  Hitlers  policies  by  193H 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  they  would  result  in  a  European  war  that 
Germany  was  not  ready  to  wage,  The  differences  between  the  Uehrmach  tamt 
under  Keitel  (after  1938  the  OKU,  oherkommando  der  Uehrmach t)  and  the 
army  general  staff  enabled  Hitler  to  control  Uehrmach t  policies  far 
better  than  would  have  been  the  case  had  he  faced  a  united  front. 
Already  in  May  193 S  the  differences  between  Blomberg  and  Beck  had 
centered  around  the  issues  involved  in  war  planning  against  Czechoslova¬ 
kia.  The  directive  ct  2  May,  * Schulunn " ,  ordered  a  study  to  be  made 
envisaging  an  attack  on  Czechoslovakia  along  with  u  defensive  war  against 
franco.  Beck  opposed  this  and  argued  that,  such  a  war  could  only  result 
in  disaster,  only  in  1939-1940 ,  he  argued,  would  Germany  be  ready  to 
face  such  a  war.1* 

The  question  of  the  supreme  military  advisor  to  Hitler,  that  Is  the 
creation  of  an  adequate  Uehrmach t  staff,  remained  a  crucial  area  of 
disagreement  between  the  Army  general  staff  and  the  OKU .  in  terms  of 
efficiency  the  Q£V  whs  clearly  backing  the  better  solution.  The  general 
staff's  opposition  could,  therefore,  not  succeed.  But  Beck's  intention 
was  perhaps  to  avoid  a  war  before  Germany  was  fully  prepared,  tfowever, 
all  he  could  say  was  that  the  Army,  as  Germany's  most  Important  military 
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force ,  should  have  the  decisive  say  In  the  question  of  war  planning  and 
14 

time  schedules ,  and  even  in  questions  pertaining  to  the  political 
framework  of  the  German  state,  war  plans.  Beck  argued,  should  be  the 
result  of  a  most  careful  and  all  embracing  exchange  of  ideas  and 
studies.  That  such  was  not  the  case  was  demonstrated  by  Blomberg's 
Directive  for  a  Unified  was  Preparation  for  the  Wehrmach t  (Wei sung  fflr 
dig,  einheitJlch*  Kriegsvorberel tig ig  der  Wehrmch tj  from  June  1937.  This 
order  reflected  Germany '5  strengthened  position  after  the  remilitariza¬ 
tion  of  the  Rhineland  and  the  introduction  of  a  two  year  military 
service.  Blomberg  ordered  that  the  Wehrmach l  he  ready  for  a  war  to 
defend  Germany  and  secondly  and  more  important,  prepare  to  exploit 
favourable  International  opportunities .  Deck's  opposition  against  this 
order  aould  not  address  the  basic  structural  problem,  The  wehrmach t  did 
not  possess  a  modern  high  level  staff  system ,  and  th*>  Wehrmach tamt  and 
Army  general  staff  remained  rival  bodies.  The  same  can  be  said  of  the 
relationships  between  the  army,  air  force,  and  naval  staffs.  But  the 
most  counter -effective  point,  hraa  that  Hitler  refused  to  coordinate  these 
centrifugal  forces,  most  probably  to  further  his  own  ability  Co  dominate 
the  squabbling  factions. 

The  structural  changes  in  the  supreme  command  In  February  1938 
further  limited  the  military's  Influence  politically  and  strategically . 
One  cannot  overrate  the  fact  that  Hitler  now  assumed  Blomberg's  position 
**  . Heh*m<=ht.  < supreme  commander  of  the  Wehrmcht) . 

Equally  important  was  that  with  the  new  OkW  Hitler  now  possessed  his  own 
military  staff,  whose  leading  figures.  General  Wilhelm  Keitel  and  General 
Alfred  Jodi  were  in  fact:  fervent  followers  of  his  pollciej .  With  the 
formation  of  a  new  central  military  staff  above  the  oberkomando  des 
ftBSTSl  ( OKH) ,  Hitler  neutralized  the  Army  general  staff’s  political 


a 


1 


436 . 


ambitions  to  dominate  governmental  discussions  about  the  political 
questions  connected  with  war  and  peace. 

The  new  OKW  was  even  less  prepared  to  give  way  to  the  Army  general 

staff.  Thus,  there  was  no  clear  indication  of  who  would  run  German 

strategy  in  a  future  war.  But  one  thing  was  clean  In  political  matters 

the  Q(Qi  became  Hitler’s  staff.  Keitel  and  Jodi  believer'  in  the 

and  completely  rejected  the  Army’s  demands,  As  a  result, 

the  chief  of  the  general  staff  could  find  no  adequate  means  to  warn  of 

the  strategic  consequences  of  attacking  Czechoslovakia.  Beck  found  it 

necessary  to  propose  (July  1938)  a  futile  demonstration :  the  senior 

generals ,  he  suggested ,  should  design  Co  stance  clear  their  refusal  to  bear 

responslblll ty  for  a  war  for  which  Germany  was  prepared  neither 

militarily ,  nor  economically,  nor  politically.  Beck  argued  that  the 

military’s  statement  must  be  impressive  and  tough.  The  time  for 
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convincing  Hitler  with  objective  arguments  was  over. 

The  results  of  the  5  year  struggle  for  political  Influence  was 
clear  by  1938:  the  Army  had  lost  its  traditional  position  as  the  chief 
advisor  to  the  head  of  stare.  It  had  lost.  the  battle  for 
Ha f fen trAgermonopol  ( monopoly  of  arms).  Victory  over  the  SA  had  not 
reduced  the  military  ambitions  of  the  SS,  In  terms  of  policy  and 
strategy  Hitler  was  not  dependent  cn  the  Army,  despite  the  fact  that  he 
n  *ded  this  formidable  Instrument  of  power  to  realize  hit  alms.  It  had 
no  say  in  the  question  of  peace  and  war,  but  simply  received  Hitler’s 
orders  via  the  OKW. 

All  of  Hitler’s  major  decisions ,  the  Rhineland  re  militarization, 
the  involvement  in  the  Spanish  Civil  War,  the  Anschluss ,  and  the  policy 
towards  Czechoslovakia ,  were  barely  discussed  with  his  military  leaders. 
Hitler  did  not  even  take  notice  of  the  Army's  tar  plans  until  1937. 
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There  was  no  lolnt  strategic  plan,  no  joint  defensive  or  offensive 
plopping,  no  joint,  discussion  of  what,  was  possible  and  what  was  not. 
German  armament  seemed  to  run  completely  independent  of  strategic  consid¬ 
erations,  waiting  for  Hitler  to  say  what  would  happen  when  the  time  came. 

This  "planning  into  the  open,"  forced  by  Hitler's  reluctance  to 
define  German  policy  and  by  his  penchant  for  pushing  the  massive  rearma¬ 
ment  program  more  strongly ,  led  tc  an  armament  race  that  possessed  little 
relationship  to  German  resources.  This  was  clearly  the  case  with  the 
August  1936  program,  which,  even  in  the  eyes  of  military  planners,  was 
only  theoretically  possible.  General  Fromm,  chief  of  the  Alloemeines 
Heeresamt ,  asked  the  Army's  commander in-chief  as  to  whether  there  was  a 

firm  intention  to  use  the  Nehrmach t  by  a  fixed  time ;  otherwise  one  would 
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have  to  reduce  war  readiness,  Fritsch  did  not  ask  Hitler  his 

intentions ;  instead  he  and  Beck  decided  the  program,  planned  by  the 

general  staff,  must  be  executed.  The  decision  meant  that  the  Army  could 

become  only  an  aggressive  instrument .  Not  only  did  this  program  lead  to 

an  economic  crisis  by  overstraining  German  resources  and  capacities  and 

by  widening  the  gap  between  the  demands  of  rearmament  and  the  personnel 
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and  material  basis ,  but  it  also  created  a  military  instrument  that 
enabled  Hitler  to  avoid  discussion  on  Germany's  strategy  with  his 
Advisors.  In  effect  it  made  him  independent  in  just  the  fashion  the 
FOhrerataaL  required. 

Throughout  this  period  virtually  nothing  was  coordinated ,  neither 
financial  nor  economic  nor  political  nor  military  factors .  Consequently , 
rearmament  by  itself  became  the  driving  element  towards  war.  The 
military  was  not  able  to  organize  even  Its  own  preparations  to  serve 
strategic  alms:  namely  to  prepare  for  a  Jong  war  in  order  to  avoid  those 
risks  Germany  had  experienced  in  World  Nat  I. 
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Too  man y  centers  of  power  were  created  in  the  1930s  by  the  Nazi 
regime  for  the  Nehrmach t  to  possess  effective  influence  over  rearmament. 
Even  die  Economics  Minister  Hjalmar  Schacht's  New  Plan  (1934J  which 
greatly  bolstered  the  Nehrmacht' s  interests,  could  not  solve  the  problem 
of  economic  war  preparedness.  Gdrlng's  Four  Year  Plan  Administration, 

i  1 

the  Pel chswlrtschaf  t xml r. I  a  ri  um  (National  Economic  Ministry) ,  the 
Pelchsverteldltrunosaiisschuss  (National  Defense  Committee) ,  the 
Nvhrwl r tschaf  ts -  und  RU stupas  amt  (the  War  Economic  and  Armament  Office) 
could  only  address  short  term  difficulties . 

The  main  reason  for  the  Nehrmacht ’ a  political  ineffectiveness, 
apart  frbm  Hitler's  style  of  rule,  lay  in  it*  differing  picture  of  the 
next  war.  Hitler  believed  that  speed'!  campaigns  remained!  viable ,  thus 

t  '  *  ,  , 

requiring  a  special  kind  of  preparedness,  *hi2e  the  generals  remained 
influenced  by  their  World  Nar  I  experience*.  Under  the  surface  of  a 
superficial  agreement  over  the  formation  of  armored  and  motorized 
infantry  divisions  and  an  operational  air  force,  there  existed  deep 
controversies  between  Hitler  arid  his  generals  ever  questions  like  the 
economic  structure,  the  amount  of  reserves ,  financial  conditions,  and 
short  or  long  war  scenarios.  Having  little  chance  of  convincing  Hitler 
on  their  basic  strategic  approach,  the  three  servicer,  like  the  other 
branches  of  the  state,  plunged  into  J n terneci t>e  conflicts ,  in  which  each 
attempted  to  Increase  its  share  of  the  defense  budget  and  to  convince 
Hitler  that  it  was  best  suited  to  oerve  his  policy. 

The  closer  Hitler's  policy  brought  Germany  to  war,  the  less  was  the 
Nehrmacht  able  to  bring  it.:,  arguments  to  bear.  This  circulus  vltiosus 
may  be  demonstrated  as  follows:  General  Georg  Thomas,  Chief  of  the 
Nehrwirtschafts  -  und  Ms  tunas  stab  (Defense  Economic  and  Armament  staff) , 
warned  in  July  1930  that  Germany  did  not  dispose  of  any  financial 


439. 


reserves.  He  recommended  that  Germany  intensify  her  trade  and  return  to 
the  world  economy.  However ,  his  suggestion  tailed  to  address  Just  those 
issues  that  the  economic,  political ,  and  above  all  the  course  of  rearma¬ 
ment  since  293 J  had  created.  There  was  iittie  t im#  left  for  Hitler.  So 
the  uehrmacht  had  to  plan  within  the  limits  of  a  political  strategic 
system  that  they  themselves  had  helped  to  run  and  which  had  now  lost  its 
economic  logic.  The  planning  staffs  of  the  Uehrmacht  had  to  accept  in 
1938  that  no  longer  could  they  observe  ' normal '  economic  principles.  In 
June  1938  the  Army's  armament  office  agreed  with  Gdring  that  war  prepara¬ 
tions  must  continue  without  respect  to  the  fact  that  some  branches  of  the 
economy  would  break  down.18 

So  war  preparation  at  all  cost  created  r  julrements  that  the 
Uehrmacht  could  not  influence,  mitigate ,  or  solve.  The  situation 
demanded  an  amelioration  of  armaments  production,  But  there  existed  no 
agency  that  could  bring  the  strategic  ends  and  the  economic  reali ties 
together.  Gdring' s  Four  Year  Plan  Administration  did  solve  some  problems 
(the  raw-material  distribution  level  for  the  Uehrmacht  was  improved ),  but 
could  not  possibly  nvet.  Hitler’s  demands  to  intensify  panzer ,  air  force, 
artillery,  and  HS.sSHf.4Jl  programs. 

A  report  of  the  Uehrwirtachaftsstab  warned  in  October  1938  that  as 
a  result  of  the  war  preparations  against  Czechoslovakia  and  the  Uestwall 
program,  the  armed  forces  had  received  only  50%  of  their  concrete 
requirements.  In  the  field  of  explosive  production ,  there  no  longer 
existed  any  additional  capacities .  Han  power  distribution  had  become , 
moreover,  one  of  the  decisive  problems  in  German  military  and  industrial 
war  preparation.  In  June  1938  the  Uehrwirtschaftsstab  reported  a  general 
exhaustion  of  reserves . 18 
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In  the  question  of  building  up  a  strong  Army  there  had  been  little 

difference  between  the  Army's  opinion  and  that  of  Hitler,  The  results 

speak  for  themselves :  in  April  1939  the  OKH  so  much  as  admitted  that 

there  had  been  no  balanced  planning  system ,  The  Army  leadership 

confronted  the  facts  that  the  field  Army  did  not  dispose  of  reserve  a  in 

weapons  and  equipment ,  Chat  34  divisions  were  only  half  equipped ,  Chat 

the  Reserve  Army  (Brsatzheer)  possessed  only  ten  percent  of  its  infantry 

rifles  and  machine  guns,  and  that  the  total  amount  of  ammunition  would 
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last  for  only  IS  fighting  days,  The  OKU  was  ready  to  warn  Hitler  -- 
without  success ,  because  of  the  general  economic  situation  --  that  if  the 
Army  did  not  receive  the  necessary  amount  of  special  steel  for  its 
production,  "the  consequences  might  be  similar  to  those  in  2924.”  But 
this  state  of  affairs  was  a  direct  result  of  Army  plans  that  had,  like 
Hitler's,  entirely  Ignored  Germany's  economic  strength . 


II .  S  era  teoi  c  Sffec  ti  veness 


A.  Weimar  Republic 

During  the  first  years  of  the  Republic  there  was  no  possibility  of 

strategic  planning,  The  main  problems  had  to  he  faced  in  the  realm  of 

domestic  policy  and  in  conformity  with  government  policy,  See ckt  never 

addressed  the  questions  of  the  Republic's  strategic  aims,  Rather  his 

main  goal  aimed  at  gaining  time  for  the  quiet  development  of  the 

Reichswehr ,  which  sometime  "in  the  future *  would  become  the  nucleus  of  a 

new  mass  Army .  When  he  left  office,  the  Army  was  a  solid  but  not 

particularly  strong  force.  Joachim  von  StOlpnagel  wrote  in  2924  about 

the  possibilities  for  Germany's  land  defense  (Gedanken  liber  den  Kriea  der 
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Zukupft) .  He  argued  that  the  Republic  had  mastered  the  most 
dangerous  situations ,  dangers  from  left  and  right ,  from  French  policy , 
and  from  economic  and  financial  troubles.  Now  the  Army  could  at  last 
think  of  armament  and  strategic  planning,  At  the  outset  Sttllpnagel  saw 
no  other  strategic  solution  than  a  Volkserhebuna  (popular  uprising ) 
against  a  French  invasion  in  order  to  organize  a  surprise  counter 
offensive,  or  for  International  Intervention.  But  one  thing  was  clear  to 
the  general  staff  ( Truerenamt )  :  the  enemy  was  France , 

During  the  Weimar  Republic ,  theoretical  views  on  the  character  of  a 
future  war  grappled  with  the  assumption  of  a  rearmed  Germany.  What  the 
Reich  could  then  do  strategically  to  win  seemed  clear  to  military 
writers:  it  had  to  use  modern  technology  to  achieve  a  rapid  decision. 

Strategic  surprise,  encirclement,  decisive  battle ,  all  well  known 
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elements  of  strategy ,  must  be  revived  and  connected  with  modern 
technology.  Groener  argued?3  that  the  gigantic  demands  of  modern  mass 
armies  would  necessitate  quick  decisions .  What  was  strategically 
Impossible  for  Germany  was  a  long  war ,  one  that  turned  into  a  war  of 
attrition ;  this  was  the  common  theme  of  war  theorists  in  the  twenties  and 
thirties.  In  order  to  use  the  element  of  surprise ,  decisive  battles  had 
to  be  reinforced  by  an  offensive  approach  to  war.  These  arguments 

ironically  differed  little  from  those  of  Schlleffent  the  main  difference 
lay  in  the  axiom  that  technological  and  economic  considerations  even  more 
than  political  conditions  /alliances!  would  make  rapidity  of  action  and 
success  a  vital  precondition  for  victory. 

But  this  discussion  about  the  essence  of  the  decisive  battle  of 
23 

destruction  did  not  reflect  the  actual  strategic  situation  of  the 

Weimar  Republic  and  the  Relchswehr.  What  it  reflected  was  the  military 
requirements  thought  necessary  to  realize  a  diplomatic  and  military 
revision  of  the  Treaty  of  Versailles.  Even  Gustav  Stresemann,  foreign 
minister  in  the  late  1920s ,  believed  that  the  Army  and  the  Navy  would  be 
the  main  tools  ot  future  German  foreign  policy.  The  Truneenamt  formu¬ 
lated  its  view  in  a  Denkschrifl  (memorandum)  of  March  1926 ,  Just  at  the 
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beginning  of  the  Republic's  short  period  of  stability .  It  urged  that 
Germany  aim  to  abolish  the  Polish  Corridor,  reacquire  Upper  Silesia,  and 
achieve  an  *  Anschluss"  with  Austria.  To  achieve  such  alms  Prance  had  to 
be  removed  from  her  dominant  position  in  the  European  constellation  of 
power.  Only  after  Germany  had  established  her  European  position  could 
she  think  of  fighting  for  a  world  position.  Taken  together ,  one  can  only 
characterize  these  speculations  as  a  repetition  of  Uilhelmine  political 
aims  and  strategy.  Such  political  and  strategic  thoughts  represented  a 
“ continental *  strategy ,  based  on  the  assumption  that  Germany  could  win 


443 . 


supremacy  on  the  continent  by  destroying  France  and  her  alliance  system 
without  running  the  risk  of  another  world  war .  Ue  can  see  in  these 
theorems  the  nucleus  of  that  " two  headed "  strategy  that  governed  Hitler's 
thinking:  First  win  hegemony  in  Europe  by  one  or  several  short 

campaigns,  using  for  this  purpose  a  mobile  military  Instrument ;  second 
use  such  a  position  to  achieve  a  decisive  place  in  the  world,  which  meant 
not  only  acquiring  political  influence  but  an  adequate  geographic  and 
economic  position  to  dominate  Surasla, 

The  actual  strategic  necessities  of  the  Weimar  Republic  were, 

however,  formulated  by  Croener  as  Relchswehrminister .  in  hi  a  Directive  of 
2S 

16  April  1930  (Die  Aufaaben  der  Hehrmacht) .  Croener  basicaJJy  saw 
only  defensive  tasks  for  the  Relchswehr  in  case  of  a  major  conflict: 
e.g.,  a  foreign  power  using  military  force  against  Germany .  But  the 
Relchswehr  was  to  counter  an  enemy  only  if  the  attacking  state  faced 
other  enemies  than  Germany  or  if  by  military  engagement  other  powers 
could  conceivably  be  encouraged  to  intervene.  With  a  view  to  future 
developments ,  Groener  argued  that  the  Relchswehr  could  be  used  only  In 
the  case  of  favorable  International  conditions .  One  can  see  in  Groener' s 
strategic  model  an  effort  to  harmonise  the  Relchswehr' s  strategy  with  the 
basic  strategic  position  of  the  Weimar  Republic.  He  made  it  clear  beyond 
doubt  that  it  was  the  government  that  was  to  decide  size,  formation , 
character,  and  conduct  of  military  action. 

All  the  war  games  in  the  1927-1929  period  showed  that  there  was 
little  chance  even  of  resisting  Poland  successfully  for  the  foreseeable 
future.  Strategic  thinking  beyond  that  was  more  or  less  wishful  fantasy. 
Nevertheless ,  Blomberg,  then  chief  of  the  Truppenamt .  used  the  winter  war 
game  of  1928-1929  to  examine  the  chance  of  a  two  front  war  against  France 
and  Poland,  acting  entirely  outside  of  Groener' a  intentions . 
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Similar  potentially  dangerous  dreaming  was  consistently  cherished 

by  the  Reichsmrlne.  The  naval  high  command's  strategic  dogma,  despite 

its  World  War  I  experiences  and  despite  Germany's  geographic  position , 

remained  more  or  less  that  of  Tirpitz.  By  1926,  the  Navy  had  moved  well 

beyond  plans  for  coastal  defense.  Maneuvers  exercised  plans  for  a 

conflict  with  France  and  Poland  as  enemies.  in  1927  the  maneuvers 

already  assumed  a  major  naval  battle  with  the  united  French-Polish 

fleets,  and  there  was  no  coordination  with  the  Army  high  command,  the 

Defense  Minister ,  or  the  Foreign  Office.  The  Navy  thought  of  its  own 

war,  perhaps  in  order  to  prove  that  it  had  been  correct  in  its  strategic 

26 

thinking  during  World  War  I.  It  did  so  also  undoubtedly  because  of 

27 

its  feeling  of  diminished  status.  On*  can  see  similar  lines  of 

political  strategic  ambitions  as  in  the  Truooenamt  *  a  vision i  first 

revision  of  the  Versailles  Treaty,  then  a,  striving  for  a  dominate  role  in 

the  world.  But  the  naval  high  conmand  was  not  able  in  the  Weimar 

Republic  to  achieve  any  significant  armaments  program.  Here  the  Army  was 

much  more  effective.  In  1932,  the  Navy  got  26.4 X  of  the  defense  budget; 

28 

the  Army  the  remainder. 

B,  Hitler  and  Strategic  Thinking  in  the  Forces 

When  Hltlor  became  Chancellor  he  had  already  laid  down  his  general 
views.  Guessing  from  what  he  had  said  in  Mein  Kanrnt  and  in  his  Zwel tes 
Buch  ( second  book),  the  services  could  assume  that  he  would  initiate  a 
policy  of  reaching  for  continental  hegemony.  He  had  said  that  he  would 
avoid  a  naval  competition  with  Biltain  and  instead  attempt  to  win  her  as 
an  ally.  Moreover,  he  had  even  suggested  that  he  would  give  up  South 
Tyrol  in  order  to  come  to  terms  with  Italy,  in  order  to  roll  back  the 
Versailles  Treaty  as  a  foundation  for  marching  east. 


This  could  only  mean  that  Germany  would  need  some  quiet  years  in 
order  to  rearm  on  the  basis  of  general  compulsory  service.  She  would 
also  have  to  leave  the  international  security  system  in  order  to  create  a 
new  balance  of  power.  This  could  only  mean ,  that  when  the  time  had  come , 
Germany  must  break  through  the  French  security  system  and  defeat  France, 
Not  only  that,  but  Germany  must  also  keep  Britain  from  the  continent  and 
persuade  her  to  allow  Germany  to  match  to  the  east.  The  military  task  in 
this  strategic  game  would  consist  in  beating  continental  adversaries  with 
superior  force,  above  all  with  superior  equipment. 

This,  of  course,  was  a  remarkable  shift  in  German  strategy  from 
Groener's  views,  There  wan,  however,  no  great  difference  wit/i  Blomberg, 
who  now  became  the  Defense  Minister,  This,  at  least,  can  be  said  of  fJts 
first  phase  of  Ni tier's  policy,  Hitler  admittedly  disappointed  the 
Foreign  Office  and  the  Helchswehr  by  making  Poland  a  positive  factor  in 
his  bi-lateral  policy,  Nevertheless,  he  opened  far  more  Important 
channels  for  shattering  the  Versailles  Treaty',  the  initiation  of  full 
scale  rearmament,  and  International  acknowledgement  for  this  activity 
( the  German -British  Naval  Agreement  193 5  and  the  remilitarization  of  the 
Rhineland).  under  these  circumstance the  ending  of  military 

cooperation  between  the  Relchswehr  and  the  Red  Army,  was  not  Important; 
Hitler  had  paved  the  way  for  the  Reich swehz  to  do  at  home  what  it  had 
hitherto  done  in  Russia. 

i 

flut  in  matters  of  grand  strategy  there  oxlsted  at  least  two 
decisive  problems’.  First  was  this  strategic  project  convincing  with 
respect  to  the  role  assigned  to  Britain  and,  ultimately,  to  the  United 
States?  Could  the  1  non -Nilhel mine"  elements  Induce  Britain  to  a 
non -commitment  on  the  continent Y  Secondly,  what  did  German  superiority 
mean?  Had  it  Co  le  so  great  as  to  force  a  British  acceptance  of  total 
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German  domination  over  the  continent?  Where  would  the  crucial  point 
lie?  What  Mould  Britain  tolerate ,  what  not? 

In  several  Instances  Hitler's  policies  brought  Germany  to  the  brink 
where  counter  actions  by  the  Western  powers  might  have  occurred.  In  each 
case  the  Wehrmach t 1 s  leadership  was  not  asked  to  deliver  its  strategic 
point  of  view,  During  the  remilitarization  of  the  Rhineland ,  Blomberg 
and  Frltsch  thought  the  coup  had  come  too  early  and  were  seriously  afraid 
of  French  reaction.  During  the  Czechoslovakian  crisis  Hitler  again  was 
ready  to  act  against  the  advice  of  his  military. 

Hitler's  and  his  military  leaders'  strategic  plans  showed 
themselves  to  be  as  unharmonlous  in  the  Infamous  meeting  of  Hovember 
1937.  At  that  meeting  Hitler  Indicated  that  he  planned  war  In  the  near 
future.  It  must  be  noted  that  until  then ,  there  had  been  no  common  plan 
as  before  1914,  no  time  limit  for  rearmament ,  and  no  date  for  special 
armament  requirements .  Hitler  had  simply  said  he  wished  a  strong  and 
modern  army  as  early  as  possible. 

within  its  Interpretation  of  Hitler's  revisionist,  policy  the  army 

had  coordinated  armament  planning  and  strategic  projects.  The  initiation 

of  offensive  planning  began  with  the  completion  of  the  first  three  panzer 

divisions  In  October  193 5,  The  chief  of  the  general  staff ,  Beck , 

attempted  Co  connect  this  net/  dimension  of  future  warfare,  at  hand  with  a 

modern  panzer  force,  with  the  defensive  strategy  that  the  Relchswehr  had 

29 

formulated  in  the  December  1933  armajnent  program.  In  a  memorandum  of 
30  December  1935  for  General  Werner  von  Frltsch,  the  commander  In  chief 
of  the  Army  ( oberbefehlshaber  des  Heerett) .  Beck  argued  that  now,  as  in 
1933,  the  tank  of  the  mobile  field  army  was  to  enable  Germany  to  fight  a 
successful  defensive,  two  front  war.30  But  (and  this  was  the  important 


new  Interpretation )  henceforth ,  Beck  suggested. 


the  offensive 
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capabili ties  of  the  army  would  enable  the  Wehrmacht  to  apply  a  defensive 

strategy  by  offensive  warfare.  In  order  to  explain  this  change  of  mind, 

one  must  recognize  not  only  the  impact  of  motorization  but  also  the 

introduction,  of  compulsory  swrvice  in  19.3 5.  The  remilitarization  of  the 

Rhineland  in  March  193$  furthered  the  impetus  towards  offensive  strategic 
31 

planning .  Significantly  Beck  gave  his  memorandum  the  title  of 

1  .-■■■•, ,  •  s 

Sth&hung  ,rfet, ,  .VMciff  Shi  Af  t  hes  Hoeres  I1  increasing  the  Offensive  Power  of 
the  Army!  and  proposed  to  provide  48  instead  of  36  panzer  units,  respite 
his  desire  to  create  a  strong  and  modern  army ,  fee*  himself  did  not 
Intend  to  prepare  an  instrument  for  continental  war,  But  that  was  l*1 
fact  the  result  of  his  endeavours  Therefore,  he  found  himself  in  a  weak 
position  after  19 37,  when  he  attempts^  to  demonstrate  that  Hitler  would 
risk  total  defeat  by  starting  a  war. 

Such  hesitations  were  hot  nourished  hy  the  second  instrument  that 
Germany  built  up  as  an  Instrument  of  offensive  wax  --  the  Luftwaffe. 
This  service  had  its  defensive  strategic  phase  at  the  beginning  of  its 
existence.  Planning  for  an  air  force  before  1933  envisaged  the  new 
service  as  nothing  more  than  an  auxiliary  for  army  operations ,  But 

airing's  appointment  as  ReJchskcimlssar  ftp  die  Luftwaffe  on  30  January 
19  33  as  well  as  that  of  Erhard  Milch  Secretary  of  State  Cor  the 
kufJ-M$£:t'£ -  indicated  a  very  different  direction.  In  view  of  Gdrlng's 
political  positioning  these  appointments  meant  that  the  now  air  force 
would  be  established  as  a  separate  service.  Vhat  was  unclear,  however , 
was  whether  dormant;  would  create  an  Independent  bomber  command  demanded 
by  Douhet's  theories  and  World  War  I  experiences . 

The  first  plan  for  the  new  air  force,  worked  out  by  Lufthansa 
Director  Robert  Knauss,  laid  the  accent  Jus t  there,  knaustt'  strategic 
memorandum,  "Die  deutsche  LuL-tflotte"  followed  the  Donhetan  approach 
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to  air  warfare.  He  argued  that  a  strong  air  fleet  would  be  the  most 
effective  weapon  for  securing  Germany's  rearmament  during  the  initial 
period  of  rearmament.  An  independent  bomber  force  of  about  400  four- 
engine  aircraft  would  lessen  the  danger  of  a  French  preventive  war 
against  Germany,  Since  expense  for  such  an  air  fleet  would  be  no  more 
than  the  costs  of  two  battle  cruisers,  he  argued  chat  the  effect  of  such 
an  armament 1  a  policy  would  give  Germany  air  supremacy  in  Europe  In  a 
rather  short  time.  During  the  early  years  of  rearmament  Knauss'  bomber 
fleet  might  have  fulfilled  the  tasks  of  a  Rlrikoluftwaffe  (risk  air 
force )  analagous  to  Tirpitz'a  “risk  fleet.”  on  the  other  hand ,  It  would 
certainly  have  aroused  British  suspicions  and  perhaps  influenced  their 
foreign  policy,  Thus,  it  might  have  troubled  Anglo-German  relations  much 
earlier. 

The  preliminary  air  force  program  provided  by  1935  an  air  force  of 
dfcowf.  6 <70  front  line  planes  with  250  bombers.  Already  by  1935  this 
force,  which  did  not  possess  four-engine  bombers,  had  stirred  up  public 
opinion  In  Britain  and  allowed  Hitler  to  discuss  air  pact  questions  with 

the  British  government  from  a  rather  strong  position.  So  it  did  fulfill 

34 

some  diplomatic  objective. 

But  knauss'  ideas  soon  foundered.  As  early  as  August  1933  Blomberg 

35 

argued  that  there  was  no  need  to  build  up  a  strategic  air  force. 
Nevertheless  General  Nalthar  Never,  chief  of  the  Luftkormandoamt ,  adhered 
to  tho  idea  of  creating  a  strategic  air  force.  The  Luftwaffe's  July  1934 
program  provided  for  5,670  front-line  planes,  2,190  of  which  were  to  be 
bomber n .  Never  gave  specifications  for  a  four-engine  bomber  in  April 

1936  rhat  were  far  ahead  of  existing  types.  Nevertheless,  strategic 
realities  forced  the  Germans  to  emphaslvo  other  aspects  of  air  power; 
shortly  after  Never' a  death  (3  June  1936)  the  four -engine  bomber  was 
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cancelled  from  the  program.  Th< s  Luftwaffe  existed  from  now  on  as  a  "risk 

XjUfcgftffi*  only  because  of  its  numbers  ~~  either  real  or  pretended.  The 
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basic  doctrinal  manual  of  the  Luftwaffe  said  In  its  guidelines  for 

air  war  that  the  luftctafS*,  besides  its  role  to  support  the  army  and 

navy,  must  prepare  for  a  bombing  campaign  against  the  material  base*  and 

the  enemy's  will  to  resist,  Such  ideas,  well  known  In  every  air  force, 
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had  already  Influenced  the  Truppenamt  In  1926  and  had  formed  also  the 

basic  Idea  of  knauss'  memorandum,  never.  It  Is  tzuit,  had  favoured  a 

strategic  air  fleet.  Nevertheless ,  he  had  clearly  recognized  that  the 

Luftwaffe  could  not  conduct  a  war  Independent  of  the  army  and  navy,  but 

must  have  as  it*  primary  task  the  defeat  of  enemy  military  forcer.  Never 

was  weJ2  aware  of  Lie  fact  that  Germany's  position  as  a  continental 

power,  surrounded  by  strong  neighbors,  required  a  .strong  army  as  the 

chief  force  to  defend  the  Reich.  This  wrs  the  conviction  of  the 

38 

Truppenamt  as  well.  Never  arguvd,  as  had  the  American  JBiiJy 

Mitchell,  that  the  air  force's  most  decisive  objects  would  he  the  enemy's 

air  force  and  then  the  support  of  the  army  on d  navy.  In  a  way  his 

strategic  arid  operational  Ideas  demanded  a  more  diversified  air  force 

than  had  Knauss'  and  Mllch'a  approach.  Never's  plans  attempted  to  secure 

an  all  purpose  Luftwaffe  capahie  of  meeting  all  contingencies .  German 

Industry  was  no  more  able  to  provide  this  force  than  It  had  been  Knauss' 

strategic  air  fleet.  In  view  of  Germany's  aircraft  industry,  which  in 
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1933  possessed  only  4,000  workers  employed  in  manufacture ,  and  with 
an  engineering  know- how  considerably  behind  those  of  the  western  powers, 
plans  for  a  rapid  build  up  of  an  effective  air  force  faced  serious 
shortcomings .  Not  fully  acquainted  with  this  basic  problem,  the  ajft/ 

approved  the  Luftwaffe. ' s  strategic  thinking  In  a  study  of  April  2930 . 
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Die  KtelgfUhrung  als  Problem  dor  Organisation .  that  supported  a  two 
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step  strategy  of  first  attacking  the  enemy's  air  force  and  then  Zhe 
enemy's  economic  production. 

Above  all  the  Luftwaffe  could  not  prepare  an  adequate  force  to  deal 
w.  th  the  British.  This  was  due  partly  to  Hitler's  foreign  policy ,  which 
never  possessed  a  coherent  approach  to  England,  and  partly  :  Germany's 
economic  situation  which  did  not  possess  the  economic  strength  to 
construct  the  bomber  force  required  for  a  strategic  bombing  campaign 
against  Britain.  Admittedly,  virtually  no  air  theorists  In  responsible 
posltlc.is  during  the  pre-war  period  foresaw  the  financial  organizational, 

technical,  tnd  manpower  requirements  of  alt  ‘ adequate '  strategic  bomber 
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fleet.  Not  surprisingly  because  of  the  army's  vast  armament  program 
the  Luftwaffe  received  an  insufficient  share  of  resources  for  the 
creation  of  a  true  all  purpose  force.  A  demonstration  of  this  can  be 
seen  In  the  dl'-ebombe?  debate,  which  emanated  from  ammunition  proa  c\.j.on 
problems  more  than  from  operational  or  tactical  convictions. 

with  the  He  111,  Do  17.  -u  06,  Ju  87,  and  later  the  Ju  88,  German 
Industry  produced  for  the  Luftwaffe  "hat  was  possible  In  a  couple  of 
years:  a  force  capable  of  assisting  the  army  and  of  attacking  enemy  air 

forces  and  bases  on  the  continent:  an  operational  and  tactical  force 
rather  than  a  strategic  weapon.  During  the  Spanish  civil  War  the  Legion 
Conrfor  was  used  primarily  as  sue*-  force.  With  the  cancellation  of  the 
1937  four -engine  bomber  programs,  German  air  industry  was  almost 
exclusively  engaged  In  two-engh.e  bomber  production .  The  result  showed 
dearly  In  a  hay  193 9  war  game  tun  by  Luftflotte  2  ( 2  Air  Force),  which 
suggested  that  the  Luftwaffe  did  not  possess  bombers  capable  of  waging 

what  was  called  an  operational  war  against  England ,  and  that  it  had  not 
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ever  solved  crucial  operational  and  training  questions.  In  August- 
1939  the  Luftwaffe  represented  a  force  that  could  not  be  compared  with 
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the  one  K nauss  had  proposed.  Its  1,542  bombers  could  not  be  classified 
as  strategic  bombers.  Together  with  788  fighters,  431  long  range 
fighters,  and  361  dive  bombers,  the  bombers  represented  a  formidable 
asset  for  campaigns  on  Gernany  ‘  s  frontier  but  of  less  capability  to 
execute  Independent  operations.  For  warfare  in  Central  Europe  the 
huftwaffe  was  well  prepared,  but  much  less  so  for  the  Mediterranean  and 
not  at  all  for  Great  Britain. 

The  navy's  strategic  effectiveness.  If  measured  by  Its  strategic 

alms,  was  not  impressive .  The  Pelchsmarlne  clearly  wished  to  create 

another  "H.  yh  Seas *  fleet.  In  a  memorandum  tor  the  Peace  Commission  of 
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1919,  the  navy  argued  that  World  War  I  had  not  refuted  the  necessity 
of  a  German  fleet  like  the  one  the  Reich  had  possessed  in  1914.  The  navy 
did,  of  course,  sec  that  there  was  no  chance  of  realizing  a  big  fleet  in 
the  near  future.  But  at  the  same  time  (during  the  preparations  tor  the 
Peace  conference )  when  the  navy  was  Interested  In  avoiding  the  complete 
disappearance  of  the  fleet,  it  was  hinting  at  the  indissoluble  connection 
between  itself  and  the  possession  of  colonies. 

During  the  mid-twenties  the  naval  high  command  envisaged 
cooperation  with  Britain  as  being  useful  It  regarded  Poland  and  France 
as  the  twin  enemies.  Unlike  the  army  In  its  connections  with  the  Soviet 
Union  the  navy  engaged  in  no  cooperation  with  tb->  Red  Fleet.  on  the 

oiJyer  hand.  It  urged  no  abrupt  break  with  the  Soviets  in  order  to 
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exercise  pressure  on  the  British.  In  connection  with  such  far 
reaching  speculations ,  the  navy  was  already  exercising  In  its  1926  war 
game  a  possible  conflict  with  France  and  Poland,  thus  moving  beyond  its 
first  post-war  coastal  games. 

What  is  remarkable  about  the  navy's  political  and  strategic 
assumptions  in  the  last  half  of  the  twenties,  is  its  one  sided 
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misinterpretation  of  the  British  and  American  relationship ,  The  rivalry 
with  Britain  led  die  navy  to  assume  a  future  war  between  those  two 
powers .  Britain  would  aim  to  preserve  her  position  as  the  .leading  naval 
power ,  while  the  United  States  would  fight  for  the  principle  of  freedom 
of  the  seas.  In  the  coming  struggle  with  America ,  Britain  would  have  to 
rely  on  France,  while  Russia  would  have  to  be  reckoned  an  enemy  because 
Bolshevism  threatened  th#  cohesion  of  the  British  Empire.  The  German 
Navy  hoped  to  be  able  to  deter  any  power  in  the  future  and ,  in  case  of 
war  involving  Germany  to  gain  time  till,  perhaps,  other  powers  could 
Intervene.  However ,  despite  Germany's  weak  naval  position ,  the  navy 
believed  that  history  was  moving  rapidly.  Unexpected  constellations  in 
the  destiny  of  peoples  might  occur.  Military  power  and,  above  all,  naval 
power  of  a  people  symbolize  its  will  to  maintain  * world  prestige * 

Thus,  even  before  the  Nazi  state,  the  navy  had  already  developed 

visions  of  a  grand  naval  fleet.  The  reality  was  Incongruous:  the  navy 

was  a  weak  Instrument  of  national  power,  not:  ready  even  to  exercise  what 

its  war  plans  and  games  called  for:  namely  a  war  with  France  and 

Poland.  After  Hitler  came  to  power,  the  navy  aimd  at  gaining  surface 
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parity  with  the  French  fleet  in  a  short  period  of  time.  By  spring 

1934,  Admiral  Eric  Raeder,  commander  in  chief  of  the  navy,  was  asking  for 

oven  more:  the  creation  of  a  fleet  egual  to  33  1/3 X  of  the  Royal 
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Navy.  That  figure  was  soon  changed  to  3i>*.  Raeder,  following 

the  navy’s  preconceived  convictions,  attempted  In  November  1933  to 

persuade  the  British  Naval  attach 6  of  the  strategic  usefulness  of  a 

German  battle  fieet.  Even  one  German  battle  squadron,  he  suggested, 

might  represent  a  political  plus  to  Britain,  if  she  became  involved  In  a 
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war  with  the  United  States. 
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Despite  the  hypothetical  character  of  there  views,  they  do  suggest 

the  course  of  Germran  naval  strategy;  to  come  to  terms  wit/)  Britain  In 

order  to  build  a  fJeet  35%  of  the  Royal  Navy’s  strength  and  then  to 

utilize  such  naval  power  to  reach  for  " world  respect"  (Wei  tael  tuna) . 

Parity  with  France  would  not  only  keep  the  French  fleet  out  of  the 

Baltic,  but  also  give  the  German  fleet  the  ability  to  operate  in  waters 

vital  to  British  interests.  Such  naval  calculations  rightly  belong  to 

the  Tirpitz  tradition ,  to  which  political  arguments  were  primarily  used 

as  an  auxiliary  to  the  overall  goal  of  building  a  massive  navy.50 

The  navy's  interest  in  achieving  a  naval  treaty  with  Britain  must 

be  seen  against  this  background.  Already  by  193 4  Raeder  was  envisaging 

German  naval  rearmament  as  leading  to  a  fleet,  possibly  useful  against 

Britain.51  By  1934  the  navy  was  preparing  to  build  great  battleships 

and  was  urging  Nitler  to  bind  Germany  by  naval  treaty  tor  no  more  than 
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five  years.  Despite  Hitler’s  policy  of  reaching  a  general  agreement 

with  Britain  the  navy  In  summer  1937  was  discussing  a  possible  Anglo 
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German  war. 

Raeder  was  encouraged  to  go  ahead  with  such  anti -British  planning, 
when  Hitler  revealed  his  aggressive  intentions  in  November  1937.  Raeder' a 
first  reaction  was  to  order  an  examination  of  the  possibility  of  enlarg¬ 
ing  U-boat  programs.  Thus,  the  e  was  apparently  a  different  evaluation 
of  Hitler's  plans  by  navy  and  army  leaders  despite  the  fact  that  the  navy 
was  even  less  well  prepared.  The  decisive  step  was  taken  on  2d  May  1983, 
when  Hitler  told  the  navy  that  he  had  drawn  a  number  of  conclusions  from 
the  weekend  crisis  over  Czechoslovakia.  He  was  resolved  to  , nove  against 
the  Czech  military  forces,  if  necessary.  This,  of  course,  could  mean  war 
with  Britain.  Raeder  ordered  the  operations  section  of  t he  naval  high 
command  to  work  out  the  implications  In  a  major  study  (Seekrl eafilhruna 
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flgggn  England  und  die  alch  daraus  eraebenden  Forderunoen  fflr  die 
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atrateoiache  Zlelsetzuno  and  den  Autbau  der  KrieoamAtine) .  Both 

Captain  Hellmuth  He  ye,  of  the  operations  section  and  Vice  Admiral  Gtlnther 

Guse,  chief  of  staff  of  the  naval  high  command,  warned  of  the  risks 

Inherent  In  Hitler's  policy  but  could  not  convince  Reeder. 

He  ye  in  a  memorandum  on  naval  war  against  Britain  drew  a  gloomy 

picture.  He  was  sceptical  about  the  Importance  of  the  battleship  (the 

main  emphasis  In  Reeder's  program ).  He  and  Guae  both  favored  a  cruiser 

and  submarine  strategy.  Battleships ,  they  thought,  would  be  useful 

primarily  in  a  war  with  France .  On  the  other  hand,  their  cruiser 

strategy  had  to  rely  on  bases  In  the  Atiantic  and  on  the  French  coast. 
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Obviously  battleship  and  cruiser  strategy  confronted  one  another.  It 

was  the  c.i.c.  of  the  fleet,  Admiral  Rolf  Carls ,  who  managed  to  weld  the 

different  views  together  In  an  all  embracing  vision  of  world  supremacy. 

War  against  England,  he  suggested,  would  mean  war  with  one  half  or  two 

56 

thirds  of  the  world.  Apparently,  he  believed  that  Germany  possessed 
a  realistic  chance  of  winning  such  a  war  -•••  if  profoundly  prepared: 
France,  Holland,  and  Denmark  were  to  be  conquered.  Apart  from  a  German 
home  fleet  there  should  be  four  strong  naval  groups  which  were  to  operate 
permanently  on  the  world1 s  oceans. 

The  navy's  planning  committee  developed  a  building  program 

providing  for  10  battleships ,  IS  "pocket  battleships ,"  5  heavy,  24  light, 
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and  36  small  cruisers,  8  carriers,  and  249  submarines  .  Further 
discussions  elaborated  a  strategy  that  envisaged  an  oceanic  war  against 
Britain  to  be  fought  with  battleships  and  pocket  battleships .  But  it  was 
obvious  that  such  projects  cotild  only  be  realized  In  years  and  were, 
therefore,  far  from  meeting  Hitler's  requirements .  Raeder,  therefore, 
consented  to  an  emphasis  on  the  cruiser  and  submarine  program  In  order  to 
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have  an  Instrument  capable  of  damaging  Britain  in  the  short  run. 
However,  in  early  2939  Hitler  interfered  and  demanded  battleships.  This 
was  the  beginning  of  the  Z-Plan ,  and  in  January  1939  Raeder  nominated  a 
special  authority  for  the  battleship  plan  (Sonderbeauft.r eaten  fdr  das 
Spblachtxchlff program) .  Hitler  had  ordered  the  building  of  six  more 
battleships  by  1944. 

Naval  requirements  on  this  basis  were  tar  too  high  for  Germany's 
resources.  They  hampered  the  armament  programs  of  the  other  services  and 
simply  could  not  be  fulfilled.  On  the  other  hand ,  they  were  not  balanced 
with  Hitler's  policy  during  1938-1939  and  were  not  tit  tor  the  navy's 
strategy  worked  out  for  a  war  in  the  near  future  with  Britain.  When  war 
broke  out  Raeder  was  compelled  to  declare t  " The  navy  is  not  ready  for 
the  great  tight  with  England,  The  only  thing  the  fleet  con  do  Is  to 
prove  that  it  can  sink  honourably The  strength  of  the  Krleasmarine 
consisted  in  September  1939  of:  3  battleships,  3  pocket  battleships,  1 
heavy  and  6  light  cruisers ,  31  destroyers,  13  torpedo-boats ,  and  57 

submarines . 

C.  Hitler's  Strategy  and  tlte  Armed  Forces ,  November  1937  -  August.  1939 

Despite  the  obvious  weakness  of  a  military  Instrument  able  to  wage 

short  wars  only  against  continental  adversaries  and  despite  the  serious 

economic  problems  that  the  Four  year  Plan  had  only  partially  addressed 

Hitler  made  it  known  to  hit,  military  leaders  that  he  was  resolved  on  war 
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under  the  following  political  conditions  (5th  November  1937) 

1)  Germany  must  solve  its  problem  of  living  space  by 


1943-1944  at  the  latest; 


2)  She  might  move  earlier  In  case  of  a  war  between 
Fnnce  and  Italy ;  or 

3)  She  might  utilize  social  tensions  in  France  that 
would  make  a  French  response  to  German  aggression 
Impossible, 

Leaving  aside  the  latter  two  rather  Improbable  cases.  Hitler  was 
clearly  suggesting  that  he  could  conquer  Austria  and  Czechoslovakia  and 
that  these  actions  must  take  place  by  the  1943-1945  period.  After  that 
time  Germany's  advantage  would  be  lost,  her  living  standard  reduced  and 
her  leaders  f above  all  himself )  would  be  too  old.  At  this  meeting  Hitler 
spoke  of  the  solution  to  the  living  space  question  only  In  respect  to 
Austria  and  Czechoslovakia ,  Here  Germany  could  gain,  he  argued ,  nourish¬ 
ment  for  5-6  million  people,  12  new  divisions,  and  a  far  Improved 
strategic  position.  He  sought  to  convince  his  foreign  minister  and  the 
generals  that  Britain  would  not  Intervene,  which  meant  that  France,  too, 
would  abstain.  What  was,  despite  British  appeasement,  to  prove  wrong  In 
his  estimation  of  British  foreign  policy  was  Indissolubly  connected  with 
the  consequences  of  the  economic  disaster  to  which  German  rearmament  had 
led  the  country.  Hitler  was  forced  to  move  ahead  far  more  rapidly  than 
even  he  expected.  The  only  other  alternative  was  to  reduce  armaments 
production  drastically  and  return  to  the  world  economy. 

Thus,  Hitler's  strategy  rested  on  wishful  thinking,  namely  that  he 
could  have  a  war  for  which  the  Wehrmacht  was  ready.  He  had  to  Isolate 
Czechoslovakia  --  a  problem  which  In  1939  he  faced  again  with  regard  to 
Poland.  What  could  be  done  in  this  situation  was  to  find  ways  to  secure 
a  one  front  war.  This  Is  why  the  Wes t wall  attained  a  prominent  position 
in  Hitler's  strategy.  The  fortification  system  aimed  at  deterring 
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France ,  mainly  psychologically .  The  Impact  of  such  reasoning,  however, 
on  army  leaders  was  lnsignf leant. 

This  can  he  seen  In  the  passage  of  the  new  Directive  Green  <21 
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December  193  7),  the  deployment  plan  against  Czechoslovakia.  That 

plan  suggested  that  Germany  could  attack  the  Czechs  successfully  in  the 

face  of  the  participation  of  another  great  power,  once  she  had  reached 

full  preparedness.  This  was  Blomberg's  and  Beck's  belief,  who  both  had 

reworked  the  plan's  wording.  But  what,  to  them,  meant  full  prepardness, 

or  when?  The  army's  1936  plan  provided  for  a  102  division  strength  to  he 

read y  by  October  1939.  But  there  were  doubts  If  this  deadline  could  be 

met.  During  193 7  alone,  45k  of  the  army's  requirements  had  to  be 
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postponed  until  1938,  At  the  end  of  1937  the  prognoses  said  the  army 

could  only  be  ready  by  1943  and  the  Westwall  (even  more  dramatically ) 

only  by  1953,  In  his  remarks  on  the  Hossbach  Protocol  Beck  argued 61 

that  the  necessity  to  eliminate  Czechoslovakia  was  beyond  dispute,  but 

that  one  had  to  examine  the  prerequisites  thoroughly.  He  would  not 

accept,  time  pressure.  Politics,  he  said,  was  the  art  of  the  possible. 

For  1938  the  pffl's  economic  staff  was  to  draw  a  dark  picture  of 

Germany's  situation  In  case  of  war  with  the  Western  Powers .  Taking  all 

this  together  it  is  clear  that  the  army ,  Blomborg ,  and  the  economic  staff 

did  not  believe  a  successful  war  possible  before  1943-1945,  On  the  other 

hand  they  had  suggested  In  " Plan  Green *  -  hat  war  against  Czechoslovakia 

was  ponible,  even  If  the  Soviet  Union  assisted  Prague.  During  the  Hay 

crisis  of  1938,  Jodi  noted  in  his  diary:  "Sharp  controversy  between 

Hi  tier  and  army  leaders.  Hitler  says:  we  must  go  ahead  this  year,  the 
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army  says;  we  cannot ."  There  was ,  apparently,  a  widening  of  the 

gulf  between  Hitler's  strategic  position  and  that  of  the  general  staff 
after  the  Hay  crisis.  Hitler  felt  more  and  more  the  impact  of  economic 
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factors  and  the  pressures  brought  to  bear  by  German  armament  policy  as 
well  as  by  the  Anglo-French  response. 

It  (and  here  lies  the  decisive  step  compared  to  what  he  had  told 

the  generals  on  5  November  1937)  there  were  no  Franco-Italian  war  and  no 

social  upheaval  in  France  delivering  convenient  conditions  to  usurp 

Austria  and  Czechoslovakia,  Hitler  now  believed  that  Germany  had  to 

“ solve *  the  problem  and  to  create  conditions  that  could,  perhaps,  deter 

the  western  powers.  Hitler  developed  a  simple  but  effective  strategy, 

that  at  least  secured  short,  one  front  wars.  The  Anschluss  had  brought  a 

decisive  change  to  Germany's  strategic  position  with  regard  to  Prague. 

It  created  a  new  evaluation  of  the  time  factor  in  Hitler's  plans.  A  new 

drafting  of  " Case  Green "  (21  April  1936)  was  worked  out  without  army 

cooperation .  //icier  pointed  out  to  Keitel  that  one  had  to  prepare  to  act 

with  lightening  speed.  The  political  decision,  that  is  the  response  of 

the  western  powers,  would  occur  within  the  first  four  days  of  an  attack 
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on  Czechoslovakia.  Moreover,  rapid  success  was  essential  in  order  to 

convince  friendly  powers  (Hungary  and  Italy)  and  to  deter  Fiance, 
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Therefore,  as  he  told  his  generals  on  26  May  1936  ( putting  the 

Czech  "guestion"  in  a  wider  political  and  strategic  framework),  Germany 
must  rapidly  improve  the  Neotwall  and  develop  a  special  technique  to 
overcome  Czech  fortifications .  The  Westwall  would  guarantee  a  free  shot 
for  the  war  against  the  Czechs,  while  the  occupation  of  Czechoslovakia 
would  give  an  equally  free  hand  for  war  with  France.  The  Nestern  Powers, 
he  argued,  must  be  seen  as  hostile  to  Germany's  expansion ,  and  Czechoslo¬ 
vakia  wouid  be  " our  most  dangerous  enemy "  in  case  of  war  with  the  West. 

During  1936,  the  differences  between  Hitler's  and  the  general 
staff's  strategic  approach  were  put  to  the  test.  These  differences 
consisted  in  their  picture  of  a  future  war,  their  evaluation  of  the 
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Weftrmacft t 1  a  readiness,  their  evaluation  of  the  power  and  resolution  of 

at 

the  Western  Powers,  and  the  time  factor. 

It  was  above  all  in  his  picture  of  a  future  war  tl)at  Hitler 
calculated  on  the  present  German  superiority  ('modern  equipment ),  while 
the  general  staff  feared  a  long  war.  The  problem  was  that  Hitler  did  not 
tolerate  any  other  expert  anaJy.«<is  of  the  strategic  situation.  Between 
October  1938  and  March  1939 ,  Hitler  attempted  to  got  Poland  Into  his 
combinations  because  he  remained  dissatisfied  with  tt>e  results  of  the 
Munich  Conference.  Meanwhile ,  the  OHM  had  totally  accepted  Hitler's 
views,  believing  that  the  Western  Powers  would  continue  appeasement. 
Poland  was  asked  to  Join  the  Nazi  Anti -Comintern  Pact  In  order  to  pave 
the  way  for  war  against  France.  Such  a  war  would  establish  German 
domination  over  Europe  and  kick  Britain  off  the  continent.  This  was  the 
same  model  of  one  front  strategy  that  had  existed  against  Prague.  What 
Poland  did  not  concede  voluntarily  was  urged  upon  her  by  force,  and  this 
time  the  strategic  considerations  of  Beck  proved  to  be  more  realistic . 
Hitler ,  it  is  true,  had  his  war  with  only  one  enemy,  but  only  as  a 
military  event  --  politically  he  had  brought  about  the  long  war,  one  that 
Germany  could  not  win.  A  purely  continental  strategy ,  based  on  an  army 
and  air  force  equipped  for  continental  warefare,  was  not  capable  of 
meeting  the  requirements  necessary  for  the  other  dimensions  of  modern 


warfare. 
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HI  •  Operational  Effect! vertex s 


A.  The  Relchswehr 

The  Versailles  Treaty  had  conceded  to  Germany  a  military  force  for 

police  purposes.  This  was  one  of  the  reasons  why  quasi  military  forces 

were  tolerated  by  the  Republic  and  its  Army.  In  the  military's 

" operational "  defensive  plans ,  these  "forces"  figured  as  an  asset  in 

waging  a  guerilla  war  behind  enemy  lines ,  while  the  Relchswehr  mobilized 

its  full  resources.  With  the  advantage  of  " inner  lines",  the  Reichswehr 

would  take  on  an  enemy  already  weakened  by  the  people's  war  and  thereby 
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initiate  a  war  of  liberation.  But  nothing  happened  of  this  kind.  A 
popular  rising,  reminiscent  of  1813,  was  a  most  uncertain  element  in  this 
operational  scheme.  During  the  French  occupation  of  the  Ruhr  Seeckt 
hesitated  to  follow  such  a  direction,  particularly  since  the  Communists 
might  benefit  the  most. 
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In  April  1930  Groener  was  even  more  hesitant  when  he  warned 
that  as  a  prerequisite  for  the  Relchswehr 's  engagement  there  had  to  be  a 
real  chance  of  success.  Therefore,  he  argued  that  the  government  in  some 
cases  had  to  renounce  military  resistance.  Already  by  1927  the 
Reichswehr  had  abandoned  its  plana  for  a  small  conflict  to  acquire  time 
for  organizing  a  21  division  field  army,  because  one  had  to  admit ,  that 


such  on 

operational 

concept  was  illusionary .  The 

war 

games 

of 

1927-1928 

and  1928-1929  showed  that  the 

Relchswehr  was 

not 

able 

to 

operate 

successfully 

even  against  the 

Polish  Army. 

B1 omberq 

did 

Introduce  illualonary  elements  into  the  1928  exercise,  whereby  he  hoped 


to  enable  the  Reichswehr  to  attack  the  Polish  invaders'.  The  people's  wax 
would  allow  the  Relchswehr  finally  to  launch  a  classic  German  offensive 
war.  However ,  this  was  totally  beyond  German  possibilities  at  the  time. 
Bl ember g  was  fixed  as  the  army's  chief  of  staff  because  he  was  net 
willing  to  see  that  military  operations  of  this  kind  were  either 
impossible  or  would  man  a  European  war .  .  1 

The  BsAohamrJjifj  a  operational  scenarios  were  also  beyond  reality . 
The  navy  cast  its  operational  plans  in  a  brighter  future,  one  In  which 
Germany  would  again  be  a  naval  power.  Already,  by  the  1926  maneuvers  it 
was  launching  operations  to  cut  the  sea  connection  between  a  " western  and 
eastern  enemy,"  while  the  naval  high  command  in  1927  exercised  a  sea 
battle  against  a  united  Franco-Polish  fleet  in  order  to  keep  the  Baltic 
free.  Groener's  April  1930  directive  was  also  aimed  at  such  naval  roman¬ 
ticism,  but  it  was  even  more  difficult  to  free  the  navy  than  the  army 
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from  such  illusions.  Only  for  a  short  period  of  time  were  Greener 

and  Schleicher  able  to  influence  Raeder  and  to  get  him  to  pay  attention 

to  strategic  realities ,  The  navy  was  forced  to  concentrate  on  Baltic 

tasks  and  to  adapt  its  operational  plans  to  Groener's  guidelines  developed 

in  the  April  1930  memorandum,  This  meant  that  it  had  to  come  to  terns 
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with  reality,  Tlrpltz'  emphasis  on  battleship  warfare  disappeared. 

In  these  army  and  navy  war  games  one  can  recognize  the  political , 
strategic,  and  operational  bridge  that  made  it  easy  for  the  German 
military  to  find  its  way  into  Hitler's  military  policy.  As  in  the 
Filhrer' a  approach  to  operational  and  strategic  questions ,  these  exercises 
were  organized  to  demonstrate  operational  effectiveness  under  conditions 
in  which  the  services  possessed  whatever  they  wished. 
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D .  The  Wefrcma gftfi. 

2.  la  noC  surprising  that  the  Webrmachtamt  Adapted 

its  operational  planning  to  Che  pace  of  Germany's  rearmament.  Soon  too, 

Crooner's  balanced  operational  framework  broadened  to  give  room  for 

continental  planning,  The  most  striking  difference  lay  in  the  shift  from 

defensive  to  offensive  operations ,  A  characteristic  example  of  this 

shift  can  he  seen  in  a  war  game  exercised  by  wehrkrel a  I  (military 

district ,  Bast  Prussia!  In  the  winter  of  2935-1936.  The  idea  was  to 

check  a  Ruttsian  advance  into  Lithuania  by  a  preventive  attack  in  order  to 

enlarge  the  defense  area  of  Bast  Prussia.  The  exercise  demanded  a 
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"sudden  operation , "  which  had  to  be  launched  without  mobilisation, 
tn  this  war  game,  the  army  examined  those  elements  of  warfare  that 
combined  the  essential  experiences  of  World  War  Is  surprise  and  rapidity 
of  action  to  gain  military  as  well  as  political  advantages.  A  pure 
defensive  action  could  not  be  envisaged.  Considering  that  the  political 
assumptions  of  the  game  were  defined  as  a  deterioration  of  Germany's 
relations  with  France,  Russia,  and  Lithuania,  this  operational  solution 
vaa  clearly  rimaJar  to  Germany's  attach  on  Belgium  un  1914  in  order  to 
gain  favourable  operational  conditions .  The  idea  seems  to  have  been  to 
close  the  deer  on  a  Russian  advance  in  order  to  create  an  operational 
freedom  with  regard  to  France,  it.  was  already  a  war  game  of  continental 
dimensions  which  made  use  of  the  first  important  fruit  of  Hitler's 
foreign  policy s  the  non-aggression  treaty  with  Poland.  One  can  also 
recognize  certain  elements  of  future  Blitzkrieg  operations . 

The  U eh r math t  study  of  1956-1937  continued  the  examination  of  a  war 
7° 

with  Russia.  *  It  regarded  Lithuania  end  Czechoslovakia  as  factors 
within  a  greater  scenario,  in  which  France  and  Russia  created  an  enemy 
coalition  of  superior  rosourcej .  Surprise  and  rapidity  of  military 
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action  were,  consequently ,  operational  levers  to  secure  advantages , 

The  Hehrmach t '  s  plan  ** Schuluna , "  a  model  of  a  surprise  attack  on 
73 

Czechoslovakia,  seemed  to  separate  an  attack  against  Czechoslovakia 
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from  the  general  operational  schemes,  which  had  analyzed  such  a 
surprise  action  In  connection  with  a  two  front  war.  Schuluna  (April  1935) 
aimed  at  an  operational  'blivzard'  that  was  to  pave  the  way  for  the  war 
that  was  believed  inevitable  (France).  But  there  was  no  comprehensive 
operational  plan;  Instead  only  a  strategic  political  background  for  which 
Hitler  was  responsible.  Therefore,  Blomberg  could  declare  that  the 
preparations  should  be  organized  without  respect  to  the  present  unsatisfy¬ 
ing  state  of  Cetman  armaments.  As  the  Wehtmacht  existed  In  a  state  of 
uninterrupted  mobilization  so  ,( ts  planning  represented  a  steady  process , 
comprising  full  scale  operational  directives  (Helnuqgqq)  with  special, 

easily  adaptable  plans,  aimed  at  making  use  of  unexpected  developments 
and  changes  in  the  behavior  of  powers  .ind  relations  of  powers. 

Altogether  these  new  phenomna  were  Induced  hy  Hitler's  policy; 

the  militarization  of  life  In  Gm.,:  /nj,  and  the  factors  pushing  for  an 
aqgreasl ve  policy.  It  was  this  character  of  Schulung  and  the  following 

special  cases  such  an  the  " Otto "  deployment  for  Austria  that  provoked 

Beck's  criticism.  The  common  feature  of  such  special  cases  was  the 
Intention  to  start  war  as  a  raid,  without  mobilization  or  announcement, 
The  QKH,  however,  wanted  to  change  the  special  cases  Into  normal 
deployment  plana  or  at  least  to  parallel  the  extraordinary  at  the 
beginning  of  operations  with  the  normal  The  'normal'  for  the  OKH  were 
the  military  aspects  of  war:  and  the  Indlsputed  responsibility  of  the 
general  staff  for  the  guidance  of  operations . 

But  Bl tier's  approach  combined  politics  with  strategy  strategy 
based  on  euphemism  and  disparity  between  facts  and  plans.  Fall  Grjlri,  the 
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deployment  for  the  war  with  Czechoslovakia  was  characterised  In  Its 
75 

30  May  1938  draft  by  specific  special  case  Ingredients.  The  attack 
was  to  be  launched  with  complete  surprise  with  the  bulk  of  Germany's 
forces.  The  other  borders  ( e.g .,  the  German -French  border )  would  only  be 
protected  by  rather  small  reserve  forces.  Even  this  plan  would  In 
Hitler's  eyes  only  be  successful  under  the  condition  that  a  decision  was 
reached  In  a  short  period  of  time,  as  Hitler  had  admitted  to  Keitel  on 
21  April  1930,  within  four  days. 
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Beck  doubted  any  chance  of  success  His  criticism  rested  upon 

the  same  arguments  he  had  used  since  1936,  e.g.,  against  the  other 

special  cases,  Schulunq  and  Otto.  These  arguments  were:  1)  the  army  was 

not  ready,  2)  the  International  situation  did  not  allow  for  sue 1.  a  war, 

and  3)  the  war  would  become  a  great  war.  Reduced  to  the  question  of 

operational  effectiveness.  Beck  argued  the  army  would  need  at  least  three 

weeks  to  gain  a  full  decision  against  Czechoslovakia.  That  would  mean 

that  the  forces  facing  France  would  have  to  resist  for  at  least  two  weeks 

77 

on  their  own.  In  his  memorandum  from  ,3  June  1938,  he  went  further, 

saying  that  strictly  speaking ,  one  could  not  predict  the  time  necessary 

to  overcome  Czechoslovakia .  He  doubted  that  surprise  was  possible  and 

warned  that  the  Wehrmacht  did  not  posses  the  operational  capability  to 

break  through  the  Czech  fortifications. 

Was  Beck's  consideration  a  true  evaluation  of  the  army's  effective 

ness?  The  OKW  trusted  In  combined  panzer  and  air  force  operations.  This 

was  aimed  at  in  the  “Directive  Cor  a  Unified  War  Preparation  for  the 

Wehrmacht  ( Wei  sung  fUr  die  elnhel  cliche  krlegsvorbereltung  det  Wehrm-achtl " 
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( 1  July  1937.'  which  said,  the  operations  had  to  be  coordinated  wi  th 
the  Luftwaffe .  The  military  prerequisites  were  defined  by  the  following 


passage:  The  final  goal  consisted  of  a  strategic  surprise  attack  to  be 
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prepared  thoroughly  which  should  eliminate  the  Czech  fortifications .  The 
army  would  only  be  ready  to  accomplish  this ,  when  Jt  possessed  full 
armored  equipment .  This ,  of  course,  was  not  the  case.  The  Anschluss 
had,  beyond  that,  disclosed  serious  shortcomings:  of  the  panzer  units, 
although  German  occupation  of  Austria,  had  seriously  endangered  the 
strategic  position  of  Czechoslovakia,  on  the  other  hand.  Beck  held  that 
It  would  be  llluslonary  to  assume  that  one  could  perform  a  breakthrough 
by  use  of  a  panzer  army,  There  was,  he  said,  little  experience  with  Its 
leadership,  utilization,  and  supply .  At  best,  one  could  rely  on  mixed 
motorized  army  corps,  Moreover,  cooperation  with  the  air  force.  In 
Beck's  eyes,  was  “a  completely  new  land." 

Nevertheless ,  after  Beck's  resignation  Hitler  ordered  a 
concentration  of  all  panzer  and  motorized  troops  with  the  10th  Army, 
while  General  Franz  Haider  argued  that  the  panzer  units  should  be 
attached  to  the  different  armies  because  of  the  shortage  of  heavy 
artillery .  Beck's  and  Hitler's  positions  were  not  put  to  the  test.  A 
general  staff  war  game,  arranged  by  Beck,  in  June  1938  suggested  that 
Beck  was  wrong  on  the  operational  level.  One  of  the  results  was  that  the 
army  would  probably  be  able  within  seven  days  to  send  two  divisions  to 
the  French  border  to  be  followed  by  two  corps  after  another  four  days, 
so  one  can  probably  assume  that  in  1938  the  army  would  have  been  able  to 
solve  the  problem  of  Czechoslovakia .  What  would  have  happened  thereetfter 
Is  another  matter. 

With  respect  to  Poland  the  effectlvenss  of  the  forces  can  perhaps 
be  measured  by  their  success.  During  1938  the  Anschluss  had  allowed  for 
the  addition  of  six  new  divisions ,  one  of  which  was  a  panzer  and  one  a 
light  division  ( that  Is  a  highly  motorized  unit ).  A  further  panzer 
division  was  established  after  the  occupation  of  the  Sudeten  territories. 
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thus  giving  the  army  overwhelming  superiority  in  mobility  and  fire  power 
when  compared  to  Polish  forces.  It  was ,  therefore ,  relatively 
Insignificant  for  the  short  run  that  the  armoured  divisions  were  equipped 
with  tanks  and  artillery  of  various  types  and  quality .  On  the  eve  of  the 
war  the  army,  on  the  whole,  represented  a  body  of  high  operational 
effectiveness  --  one  capable  of  meeting  those  tasks  that  Hitler  initially 
envisaged  for  his  gound  forces. 

7.  The  Air  Force.  The  Luftwaffe  was  also  to  piay  a  decisive  role 
as  an  Independent  service  in  operational  planning.  The  "risk"  Luftwaffe 
as  a  strategic  force  existed  primarily  in  the  heads  of  some  air  force 
'thinkers* .  However,  it  clearly  Impacted  on  British  and  French  diplomacy 
in  1938.  Nevertheless ,  one  should  mostly  speak  of  operational  planning 
despite  the  fact  that  the  Luftwaffe  general  staff  discussed  the  notion  of 
*  strategic"  air  war.  Never,  first  chief  of  the  general  staff,  was  an 
advocate  of  air  force  cooperation  with  army  and  fleet.  His  Influence  was 
clearly  sseen  In  the  Luftwaffe's  basic  doctrinal  manual,  “Conduct  of  the 
Air  War  ( Luftkrlegfdhrung) , "  that  described  Cermany's  air  war  doctrine  as 
a  mixture  of  operational  and  strategic  elements.  It.  laid  the  main  stress 
obviously  on  the  operational  component.  Strategic  bombing  was  only  to 
take  place  under  certain  conditions ,  e.g.:  after  having  won  the  decisive 
battle  or  when  there  was  no  other  alternative.  There  were,  of  course, 
voices  that  advocated  strategic  air  war  as  a  logical  consequence  of 
" total  war",  but  these  declarations  did  not  really  influence  air  force 
planning  The  War  Ministry  in  its  Wehrmachtstudle  1935-1936  did  not 
define  the  air  force  as  an  instrument  for  strategic  warfare.  This  study 
clearly  attributed  operational  tasks  to  the  air  force,  for  Instance  to 
destroy  the  French  air  force  and  its  bases  in  a  war  with  Fraiice , 
Czechoslovakia,  and  Lithuania .  The  first  strike  would  be  delivered 
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against  enemy  air  fields  and  army  movements.  Just  the  same  should  be 

done  against  Czechoslovakia.  The  study  did  admit  that  the  Luftwaffe  was 

not  even  ready  (1  April  1936)  to  fulfill  tasks  of  this  kind. 

The  question  In  1930  was ,  could  the  Luftwaffe  with  its  new 

aircraft,  the  J u  07  and  Ju  00,  meet  the  requirements  of  a  war  with  France 

and  Czechoslovakia  and,  additionally,  with  England?  The  general  staff  In 
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a  situation  report  of  late  August  1930  was  not  optimistic  about  this. 
It  argued  that  the  Luftwaffe  was  not  ready  to  achieve  victory  by  bombing 
the  enemy's  economic  centres,  but  would  have  to  assist  the  army  In 
gaining  operational  freedom.  In  case  of  war  the  air  force  could  not  wait 
to  launch  massive  attacks  until  springtime,  because  by  then  the  balance 
of  power  with  the  Western  Powers  would  be  unfavorable.  Indeed  disadvanta¬ 
geous.  Because  of  the  weakness  of  the  German  bomber  force,  the  Luftwaffe 
could  only  strike  with  Its  concentrated  power  at  the  enemy's  most 
sensitive  points.  Balds  against  Britain  would  be  unsuitable  if  not 
impossible .  What  was  necessary ,  the  study  argued,  was  a  fundamental 
change  In  Germany's  geographic  situation;  the  army  would  have  to  occupy 
Belgium  and  the  Netherlands  before  any  significant  results  could  be 
achieved.  In  late  September •  1938,  General  Hans  Felmy,  commander  of 

second  Air  Force,  warned  Gdrlng  that  a  Vernlchtungskrlea  (war  of 
annihilation J  against  England  was  impossible  wit h  the  means  presently  at 
the  Luftwaffe' a  disposal.61  After  "Munich"  Hitler  ordered  the 
Luftwaffe'  to  Intensify  Its  armament  and  procurement  programs.  But  the  so 

called  konzentrl er te -FI uezeugmus ter -Programs  (1  November  1938)  was 
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illuslonary .  Admittedly  it  reflected  operational  ambitions  and 

calculations  that  perhaps  give  an  impression  of  what  might  have  been 
realized  had  these  dreams  come  true.  The  Luftwaffe  aimed  to  use  the 


programmed  SB  bomber  squadrons  of  the  program  as  follows:  30  against 
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Engleuyd,  IS  against  Fiance,  and  13  fox  Naval  assistance. 

Taking  into  account  that  France  and  Britain  were  eagerly  working  to 
strengthen  their  air  forces,  one  must  Interpret  the  Luftwaffe's  optimis¬ 
tic  report  on  "the  Air  Situation  in  Europe ,  Spring  1939" ,  (2  May  1939)  as 

BA 

an  extraordinarily  weak  basis  for  operational  planning.  The  report 

argued  the  Luftwaffe  was  ahead  of  the  war  preparations  of  all  possible 

opponents  and  stronger  than  the  French  and  British  air  defense.  On  one 

point,  the  Luftwaffe ' a  general  staff  was  right:  a  decision  would  have  to 

be  reached  in  the  west.  Poland  would  not  be  a  test  for  the  Luftwaffe: 

there  the  Luftwaffe  could  operate  as  was  laid  down  in  the  new  draft  of 

"Directives  for  Employment  in  the  East"  (May  1939):  to  open  war  with 
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sudden,  powerful  attacks  to  help  the  army  directly  and  indirectly. 

To  execute  effective  air  operations  against  England,  the  Luf twaffe 

was  not  ready.  The  standard  of  squadron  training  was  not  adequate.  A 

war  game  of  second  Air  Force  (10-13,  May  1939 )  pointed  to  the  conclusion 
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that  operations  against  England  would  face  great  difficulties .  At 

present,  General  Hans  Felmy  argued,  the  state  of  the  art  of  control 

within  air  units  simply  was  not  satisfactory  for  a  strategic  bombing 

campaign.  In  general,  this  analysis  was  confirmed  by  further  studies 

worked  out  by  the  Filhrunosabtel lung  des  Generalstabes  on  "Operational 

goals  for  the  Luftwaffe  in  case  of  war  against  England  in  1939"  (22  May 
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1939).  As  a  preparation  for  the  war  with  Poland  an  exercise 

( General  stabs raise  der  Luftwaffe  1939.  9-13  June  1939)  examined  how  to 

eliminate  an  enemy  air  force  by  surprise  attacks.  This  the  Luftwaffe  was 
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able  to  do  at  least  in  the  case  of  Poland. 

On  the  eve  of  war  ( 5  hugusti  G&rlng  announced  a  production  program 
emphasizing  primarily  He  177,  Me  210 ,  Ju  88,  and  Bf  109  production.  Only 
the  Bf  109  proved  adequate  to  meet  the  demands  of  World  War  II.  The  He 
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177  and  Me  210  were  almost  complete  failures.  Consequently ,  the 
Luftwaffe  was  not  ready  for  an  operational  air  war  outside  of  the  narrow 
confines  of  Central  Europe ,  especially  with  respect  to  England.  The 
reason  for  this  was  largely  due  to  shortcomings  in  equipment  and  training. 

3.  The  Navu .  Raeder  described  what  could  be  said  of  the  fleet's 
operational  effectiveness  at  the  beginning  of  the  war  in  a  quote  given 
above,  with  its  2  battleships ,  3  pocket  battleships ,  1  heavy  and  6  light 
cruisers,  21  destroyers,  12  torpedo-boats,  and  57  submarines ,  the  navy 
was  indeed  only  in  a  limited  fashion  able  to  attack  vital  British  and 
French  Interests.  What  was  possible  was  a  war  against  the  sea  lines  of 
communications  by  the  pocket  battleships  and  submarines ,  minefields,  and 
battleship  operations  --  a  campaign  aimed  at  disturbing  and  irritating 
Britain's  strategic  position.  Britain's  strategic  location  condemned  the 
kr leas marine  to  occasional  and  limited  operations.  Only  the  submarines, 
depending  on  their  growing  numbers,  could  exert  a  steady  pressure  and 
seriously  endangered  Britain's  supply.  But  disputes  within  the  naval 
high  command  in  the  thirties  about  the  operational  tasks  of  submarines 
seriously  Impacted  on  the  operational  effectiveness  of  the  navy  at  the 
outbreak  of  the  war.  Because  of  these  disputes,  the  navy  did  not  stress 
submarine  construction  of  the  kind  favoured  by  Captain  Karl  Donitz,  the 
U-boat  leader.  In  consequence ,  the  submarine  force  at  the  beginning  of 
the  war  was  not  an  operational  instrument  capable  of  significantly 
endangering  British  supply  lines.  With  so  few  submarines/  the  first  of 
which  were  at  the  navy's  disposal  only  in  193 S,  Ddnltz  could  not 
effectively  organize  attacks  on  Atlantic  convoys  in  1939,  while  submarine 
operations  did  expose  the  radio  communications  network  to  decipherment  by 


the  enemy . 
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The  operational  radius  of  Germany's  big  ships ,  fc/j®  heavy  cruisers 
and  the  battleships ,  was  limited  because  of  their  high  pressure  steam 
engines.  Thus ,  the  fleet's  ocean  going  capacity  was  not  remarkable. 
Compared  to  the  naval  strength  of  the  Anglo-Saxon  powers  the  Krleosmarlne 
could  attain  a  relative  operational  strength  only  by  systematically 
developing  Its  submarine  campaign.  The  greatest  operational  gap, 
deliberately  Ignored  by  the  naval  high  command,  was  the  absence  of  a 
carrier  component,  which  made  Atlantic  operations  by  the  larger  ships  a 
great  risk. 
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IV .  Tactical  Effectiveness 


A.  The  Armu 

Tactical  instructions  were  always  the  main  occupation  of  officer 
education  within  the  Prussian  and  German  armies.  From  Holtke's  time,  the 
curriculum  at  the  Krieesakademle  provided  for  weekly  lessons  in  this 
area.  This  played  a  major  role  in  the  introduction  of  the  so  called 
" mission  oriented  tactics  (Auftraostaktik) ,m  which  made  thorough  tactical 
knowledge  and  experience  a  fundamental  requirement  for  officers  and 
sergeants.  In  the  Reichswehr  the  main  stress  in  officer  education  was 
again  iaid  on  tactics,  and  the  formulation  of  simple  emd  clear  orders. 
During  the  officer  courses  in  Berlin ,  preference  was  given  to  planning 
offensive  operations .  Host  important  to  the  participants  was  the 
Schlussrelse,  because  the  result  of  this  tactical  examination  decided  the 
career  of  staff  officers. 

During  the  summer  these  officers  were  given  opportunities  t.o 
acquire  knowledge  of  the  combat  arms  different  from  their  own,  while  in 
the  winter  they  received  special  tactieai  Instruction  during  the  so 
called  winter  study .  Because  of  their  own  education  and  experience  there 
was  a  common  agreement,  between  the  representatives  of  the  personnel 
office,  the  education  branch,  and  the  chief  of  the  general  staff  that  the 
best  officers  were  only  to  be  used  In  the  operations  branches  of  the 
general  staff  and  field  divisions .  This  represented  a  clear  continuity 
with  practices  of  the  Imperial  Army. 
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After  Hitler  had  become  Chancellor,  staff  training  hardly  changed. 

The  Krlecrakademle  continued  what  was  practiced  during  the  Weimar 

Republic.  As  In  the  old  army  the  director  of  Krleasakademie  was 

responsible  to  the  chief  of  the  general  staff.  The  primary  object  of  the 

academy  remained  to  furnish  the  army  with  staff  officers  who  had  received 

a  solid  tactical  training  and  who  could  serve  as  advisers  and  assistants 

to  army  commanders.  The  idea  was  not  to  educate  commanders ,  or  future 

go 

strategists  but  rather  competent  staff  officers. 

The  Krleosahademl evorschrlft  introduced  during  Beck's  period  as 
chief  of  the  general  staff  ordered  that  tactics  should  rank  at  the  top  of 
instruction,  and  argued  that  a  firm  tactical  knowledge  was  indispensable 
for  any  later  staff  duties.  During  the  three  year  course  the  pupils  were 
taught  the  regiment  within  the  framework  of  a  division  and  division  level 
tactics;  the  conduct  of  the  Infantry  division,  as  well  as  motorized,  and 
panzer  divisions;  and  army  corps ,  fortifications,  and  general  views  on 
army  tactical  problems.  Special  Instruction  was  administered  in  what  was 
called  special  arms,  which  meant  engineers,  panzer ,  and  the  air  force. 
But  tactics  dominated  all  other  subjects,  as  may  be  seen  in  Table  VIZ- 1 
which  gives  the  weekly  hours  reserved  for  the  different  topics. 


473. 


Table  VII -I 


Lehrgano  (Course) 


I  II  III 


Tactics 

6 

6 

6*1  addl tlonal  whole  day 

MU.  History 

4 

4 

4 

Logistics 

- 

1 

1 

Engineers 

1 

1 

Panzer  Forces 

1 

1 

Mr  Force 

1 

1 

■'  2  .... 

i  1  i 


Beck ,  chief  of  the  general  staff!  from  June  1974,  was  not  infers  tod 

in  producing  operational  or  strategic  experts,  Consequently  there  was  no 
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longer  army  operational  Instruction Moreover,  technical  matters 

were  generally  neglected,  along  with  special  staff  matters  such  as 

iogistics  and  intelligence.  The  results  wouid  show  painfully  In  World 

war  II.  On  the  lower  level,  the  officer  candidate  schools 

( Kxleqaschulen)  taught  officer  candidates  (F&hnrlche)  a  narrow  range  of 

tactical  skills  for  the  various  arms  (engineers,  artillery ,  e.g.J. 

Specific  handbooks  on  tactics  were  published  which  indicate  a 
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thorough  understanding  of  this  area  of  military  knowledge.  They  were 
mainly  based  on  the  Relchawehr ‘ s  Instructional  system,  which  rested  on 
the  H.D.v.  310/  1  and  2. 93  7'his  manual  (Vorachxlft)  was  the  basis  for 


tactical  instruction  within  the  Wehrmacht .  The  officer  could  find  here  a 
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survey  of  all  the  Important  elements  of  modern  tactics.  The  manual 
represented  a  thorough  distillation  of  the  tactical  lessons  of  World  War 
I.  Leadership  ( Filhruna ) ,  reconnaissance ,  security,  attac/c,  pursuit, 
defense ,  retreat,  elastic  defense,  and  special  actions,  all  received 
thorough  attention .  The  second  part  of  the  manual  dealt  th  special 
troops  and  their  tactical  value:  panzer ,  air  force,  and  chemical  warfare. 

Both  the  Relchswehr  and  Wehrmach t  stressed  the  Importance  of  a 
close  relationship  between  the  officer  and  the  soldier.  The  value  of  the 
soldier  remained,  the  manual  argued,  decisive  despite  technical  develop¬ 
ments.  The  emptiness  of  the  modern  battlefield  demanded  that  soldiers 
and  Junior  officers  act  on  their  own  responsibility .  But  Independent 
responsibility  of  leaders  must  not  result  In  decisions  without  respect  to 
the  "whole''.  Independence  did  not  mean  arbitrary  behavior,  on  the  other 
hand,  leading  officers  as  well  as  young  soldiers  must  know  that  ommlsslon 
or  neglect  represented  graver  errors  than  faulty  decisions  taken  with 
speed . 

The  aim  of  such  tactical  Instruction  culminated  in  the  theory  and 
practice  of  combined  arms.  There  was,  of  course,  Important  progress 
between  1914  and  1939  In  the  tactical  principles  of  cooperation  between 
army  and  Luftwaffe,  and  infantry  and  armor,  but  the  quality  of  instruc¬ 
tion  In  the  Wehrmach t  because  of  expansion  could  not  possibly  match  that 
of  the  Reich swehr .  The  Wehrmach t  was  no  longer  a  professional  army ,  and 
the  high  standards  set  for  Relchswehr  officers  clearly  declined.  The 
ratio  between  soldiers  and  officers  was  diamatlcally  worse,  and  the 
continuous  process  of  forming  new  divisions  made  solid  Instruction  a  most 
difficult  business  Beginning  in  October  1935  the  cadres  of  the  seven 
Relchswehr  divisions  were  dissolved  and  scattered  over  the  Reich  In  order 
to  form  the  nuclei  of  the  projected  .16  division  army.  In  a  fashion  the 
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WehrmchL  underwent  an  uninterrupted  mobilization  with  all  its  attending 

handicaps.  With  NCOs  and  reserve  officers  being  constantly  added  to  the 

active  force  as  officers,  the  army  faced  considerable  problems  with  the 

standard  of  tactical  knowledge .  It  was ,  therefore,  a  special  task  of 

division  commanders  Co  find  ways  of  equalizing  the  capabilities  and 

knowledge  of  officers  and  officer  candidates .  They  did  so  by  special 
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courses,  using  their  authority  and  experience,  but  in  fact  could 

never  bring  things  up  to  the  same  high  level  that  the  Relchnwehr  had 
enjoyed. 

Nevertheless,  one  has  to  assume  a  relatively  high  level  of  tactical 
effectiveness ,  especially  after  1937  when  the  cooperation  of  panzer , 

artillery.  Infantry,  and  air  force  had  been  consistently  exercised  and 
when  the  8 8 mi.  anti-aircraft  gun  had  come  Co  be  used  in  cooperation  with 
tanks,  as  an  anti-tank  weapon  and  as  an  artillery  weapon  against  field 
fortifications The  armored  formations,  admittedly,  stood  in  1937- 

1938  at  the  beginning  of  their  tactical  instruction  at  the  company 
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level .  Crave  problems  appeared  during  the  Anschluss ,  but  the  second 

panzer  division  marched  7 00  km  in  48  hours,  and  the  SS-Lelbstandarte 
regiment,  1,000  km  In  the  same  time.  March  efficiency  and  speed  all  met 
expectations  although  the  move  into  Austria  had  been  an  improvised 
maneuver.  The  panzer  divisions  were  on  their  way  towards  becoming  a 

special  striking  force  for  tacticai  and  operational  use,  thus  initiating 
the  development  of  what  was  to  become  panzer  corps  in  1940  and  eventually 
panzer  armies  in  the  war  with  Russia.  To  sum  up,  the  army's  tactical 
effectiveness  remained,  thanks  to  the  solid  Re i chswehr  preparation ,  at  a 
high  level  despite  the  turmoil  caused  by  the  rapid  expansion  and  rearma¬ 
ment  and  despite  the  fact,  that  the  army  possessed  its  first  significant 
armored  and  heavy  artillery  units  only  shortly  before  the  Czech  crisis  of 
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B.  The  Air  Force 

The  Luftwaffe' a  tactical  principles  derived  from  World  War  I 

experiences  and  were  laid  down  In  the  basic  army  doctrinal  statement  of 

9B 

the  Rolchswehr ' s  general  staff.  Published  In  October  1934  they  were 
still  signed  by  the  army's  commander  In  chief  (Chef  der  Heeresleitum) . 
The  air  force  approach  remained  substantially  Influenced  by  army  concep¬ 
tions.  Relchswehr  leaders  had,  aj  can  be  seen  in  TruppenfUhrumi ,  not 
significantly  changed  their  basis  position  with  respect  to  the  roJ©  of 
aircraft:.  The  Truppenfiihrung  stated  bluntly ;  in  order  to  exercise 
successfully  " great  ground  operations  (or 6s sere  Krleoshandlunaen  auf  der 
SrdeJ ,  one  must  gain  air  supremacy  at  the  decisive  spot .  The  bulk  of  the 
air  force  must  be  brought  to  the  attack  at  that  point.  Cooperation  of 
the  army  and  the  Luftwaffe  should  be  the  guideline  for  the  air  force's 
operational  and  tactical  tasks.  This  cooperation  was  to  he  organized  by 
a  "common  leader ",  who,  obviously ,  it  was  believed,  must  be  the  army 
s  fcaff . 

As  to  bombers,  Che  army  prescribed  that  the  army's  high  command 
should  dispose  of  the  bomber  sguadrons .  From  time  to  time,  bombers  would 
be  assigned  directly  to  army  groups  or  armies.  The  commanding  officer  of 
the  bomber  units  was  to  keep  direct  connection  to  the  army  staff  to  whom 
he  is  assigned,  hut  he  should  retain  as  much  freedom  of  action  as 
possible. 

Dawn  attacks  were  to  be  launched  In  sguadron  strength  ( im 
Geschwaderverbandl ;  by  smaller  groups  at  night.  Bomber  attacks  assisting 
army  operations  had  to  coincide  with  the  size  and  direction  of  the 
latter.  This  army  concept  defined  the  air  force  as  nothing  but  an 
auxiliary  to  ground  operations.  Such  an  approach  profoundly  changed  with 
tha  creation  of  the  Luf twaff e  as  an  independent  force.  Wever,  though 
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educated  and  trained  as  an  army  officer  (as  were  practically  all  other 

leading  Luftwaffe  officers ) ,  assigned  strategic  as  well  as  operational 

tasks  to  the  new  German  air  force.  The  * Conduct  of  the  Air  War * 

stressed,  therefore,  those  functions ,  which  were  seen  as  consequences  of 
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the  Luftwaffe's  Independence.  The  conduct  of  air  operations  was 
defined  as  the  conduct  of  operations  which  fell  self-evidently  to  the 
Luf twaffe  as  the  third  service  In  the  Wehrmacht ,  Wever,  however,  was  not 
an  uncritical  follower  of  Douhet.  He  did  not  really  believe  that 
strategic  air  war  could  by  Itself  decide  a  future  war,  Consequently ,  the 
cooperation  of  all  three  services  was  Indispensable. 

The  conduct  of  the  air  war  did  not  formulate  absolutely  binding 
essentials.  Wever  was  convinced  that  air  tactics  were  at  the  beginning 
of  their  development.  As  guidelines  for  its  tactical  employment  the 
manual  enumerated: 

1)  Attacks  were  to  ft.it  at  a  decisive  point.. 

2)  Overkill  did  not  mean  a  better  choice  of  success, 

3)  Multiple  goals  must  not  lead  to  dispersion  of  forces. 

4)  The  disturbance  and  paralysing  effect  of  an  air 
attack  could  be  achieved  by  smaller  force*  when 
dl spersed . 

5)  Concentration  of  effort  was  necessary  In  attack  and 
defense . 

(U  Surprise  eases  the  attack. 

7)  Sudden  defensive  measures  will  create  problems  for 
the  enemy . 

B)  Everywhere  and  always  the  Luftwaffe  should  use  Its 


ability  "to  achieve  surprise" . 


9)  Orders  must  bind  subordinate  commanders  only  as  far 
as  the  situation  can  be  evaluated . 

as  the  basic  mission  for  the  Luftwaffe  “ The  Conduct  of  the  Air  War " 
defined  the  achievement  of  air  superiority .  This  was  to  be  achieved  by 
attacks  on  the  enemy's  air  forces ,  and  surprise  attacks  to  destroy  the 
enemy  aircraft  on  their  peacetime  airports.  The  Luftwaffe  should  avoid 
entangling  Itself  with  the  enemy's  defense  forces .  As  to  the  cooperation 
with  the  army,  the  basic  doctrine  suggested  that  an  air  component 
commander  could  be  assigned  to  the  army  supreme  command  or  to  an  army 
staff  to  utilize  air  power  effectively  In  support  of  the  army.  In  battle 
formations,  the  group  commanders  were  to  be  given  considerable 
Independence  to  allow  for  quick  decisions,  while  the  squadron  commmanders 
had  to  decide  upon  the  * methods  of  attack The  wing  commanders  would 
have  to  take  the  lead,  whenever  personal  leadership  was  necessary  or  in 
case  of  insufficient  Information  on  enemy  targets. 

All  of  the  primarily  tactical  chapters  on  air  war  that  were  in 
Wever's  view  connected  with  operational  and  strategic  aspects  of  warfare, 
received  an  ever  greater  significance  In  air  force  doctrine  and  practice 
after  his  death  (3  June  1936) . 100  Under  Wever's  successor.  General 
Hans  Jeschonnek ,  the  Luftwaffe  became  primarily  an  operational  force.  In 
a  memorandum  for  G&rlng ,  Milch  suggested  at  the  end  of  1936 that  the 
Luftwaffe's  task  would  consist  In  knocking  out  the  enemy  air  forces  and 
in  support  for  the  army  and  navy.  Medliim  range  bombers  and  Stukas  were 
sufficient  for  such  tasking  (especially  In  Centra2  Europe ).  During  the 
Wehrmacht  war  games,  strong  air  force  units  were  assigned  to  support  the 
army,  one  gets  the  impression  that  the  Luftwaffe  Joined  the  army  general 
staff  In  Its  estimate  that  direct:  support  of  the  army  could  be  critical 
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in  a  future  war.  In  June  1939 ,  Third  Air  Force  discussed  basic  questions 

of  motorized  troops'  maneuvres  with  the  army's  doctrinal  staff:  The 

chief  topic  was  the  combating  of  motorized  enemy  t roopi  by  "battle  ai *• 
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craft."  The  Fifth  Air  Division  tackled  the  problem  of  fighting 

concrete  fortifications  in  cooperation  with  the  army  in  August  1939 . 

There  are  many  other  examples  of  training  in  close  army  support ,  while 

naval  support  was  rather  neglected.  Further  directives  in  summer  1939 

provided  Stuka  close  support  aircraft ,  BF  110s,  and  bombers  for  direct 
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support.  In  reflecting  on  the  results  of  army  general  staff 

exercise  of  1939,  Luftflotte  3  summed  up  the  push  towards  operational  air 
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war.  It  suggested  that  attacks  on  an  enemy  army  could  lead  to  an 
earlier  decision  than  the  bombing  of  his  economic  resources  and  armament 
Industries . 

The  experience  of  the  Condor  Legion  in  Spain  confirmed  such  an 

approach.  So  in  1939  it  seemed  clear  that  in  order  to  get  the  maximum 

out  of  the  Luftwaffe,  one  had  to  use  the  Instrument  on  the  battlefield. 

The  Condor  Legion's  commander.  Wolfram  von  Richthofen,  had  developed  the 

tactics  of  close  air  support  and  was  a  strong  advocate  of  it.  An  after 

action  report  from  the  Spanish  Civii  War  concluded  that  the  original  idea 

to  bring  about  a  quick  decision  by  strategic  attacks  did  not  meet 
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expectations .  Thus,  the  Luftwaffe  was  pushed  towards  support  of  the 
army.  Baaed  on  this  experience  the  Luftwaffe  prepared  for  the  next  war. 

By  August  1939  the  Luftwaffe  could  dispose  of  a  weli  diversified 
force  suitable  for  campaigns  on  the  European  continent:  Long  distance 
( F*Fernaufkl<irer )  reconnaissance  aircraft  (Do  17)  27 5;  other 
reconnaissance  aircraft,  (He  45,  He  46,  Hs  126,)  356;  Fighters,  15  Groups 
(Me  109,  Ar  68)  7 88;  Destroyers ,  10  croups  (He  109 ,  Me  110)  431;  Bombers 
30  Groups  (He  111,  Do  17,  Ju  B8)  181;  Dive  Bombers  9  Groups  (Ju  87)  361; 
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Close  Air  Support ,  1  Group  (Hs  12$)  39;  and  transport  aircraft ,  11  groups 
(Ju  52 )  488.  This  suggest  that  close  air  support  was  only  beginning  to 
be  developed.  There  was  also  a  growing  force  of  parachute  troops,  which 
were  organized  as  an  air  division  (7th).  This  airborne  force  disposed  of 
five  battalions  and  some  additional  units  in  1939  and  could  be  seen  as  a 
valuable  operational  and  tactical  component .  of  even  greater  Importance 
were  the  Luftwaffe ' s  3  signals  regiments  together  with  its  ground 
organization  consisting  of  63  signal  companies  and  115  special  signal 
units  located  at  military  airfields.  But  at  the  outbreak  of  war  the 
Luftwaffe  had  only  two  flying  navigation  and  scout  companies. 

One  can  assume  that  the  Luftwaffe 1  a  tactical  effectiveness-based  on 
practical  experiences  in  Spain,  on  war  games  and  maneuvers  with  the  army , 
on  a  thorough  tactical  training  of  future  staff  officers  at  the  Air  War 
college  ( Luf tkri easakademl e)  where  tactics  and  technical  disciplines  were 
the  main  instruction  -  was  comparatively  high.***6  Measured  in  regard 
to  the  Luftwaffe's  short  history ,  it  was  excellent  despite  the  fact 
that  technical  training  was  not  adequate  and  practical  exercises  were 
hampered  by  a  shortage  of  flying  time. 

C -  The  Navy 

The  navy  like  the  army  could  organize  its  tactical  effectiveness  on 
a  solid  basis ,  one  laid  by  the  Imperial  fleet  and  the  naval  forces  of  the 
Weimar  Republic.  Generally,  one  can  say  that  the  navy  was  less  affected 
by  rearmament  turmoil  that  caused  such  serious  difficulties  in  the  army 
and  Luftwaffe .  The  Krleosmarine  did  not  get  so  many  ships ,  officers,  and 
sailors  as  to  endanger  the  quality  of  general  military  and  special 
tactical  instruction .  But  it  was  felt  necessary  to  reduce  the  curricula 
of  the  former  imperial  Naval  Service  Academy.  By  1926  the  navy  preferred 
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technical  education  to  a  more  general  instruction .  Thus,  the  education 

of  naval  staff  officers  ( Admiralstaboffizlere)  laid  the  main  stress  on 
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tactical  instruction,  staff  service,  and  weapons  knowledge,  A  plan 
for  a  new  instruction  scheme  in  the  1931-19 33  period  aimed  to  reduce 
naval  officer  education  to  a  technical  school ,  which  would  confine  Its 
teaching  primarily  to  tactics  and  staff  work.  It  aimed  to  educate  an 
officer  who  could  make  quick  decisions  and  who  would  be  able  to  formulate 
clear  orders.  Such  talents  were  exercised  in  war  games. 

On  1  June  1935,  Raeder  renamed  the  navy's  chief  educational 
Instrument,  the  Marlneakademle ,  but  his  action  did  not  signal  a  change  in 
educational  philosophy .  Raeder  did  not  approve  proposals  for  a  more 
strategic  and  general  instruction ;  rather  he  preferred  the  tactical 
expert,  corresponding  herein  with  Deck's  emphasis. 

The  sixth  academy  course  of  1937-1938  was  already  Influenced  by  the 
consequences  of  Hitler's  foreign  policy ;  it  was  unexpectedly  dissolved  in 
August  1938.  As  the  commander  of  the  academy  pointed  out,  the 
Instruction  administered  there  was  limited  in  scope ;  the  lessons  largely 
concerned  tactics  and  steLff  work.  Most  of  the  navy's  instruction  manuals 

had  been  worked  out  In  the  days  of  the  Republic,  e.g.,  from  the  tactics 
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of  torpedo  boats  to  the  tactics  of  mine  war.  Nor  Id  Mar  I 

experiences  had  shown  that  the  imperial  Navy  had  not  paid  sufficient 

attention  to  its  mine  forces.  The  Relchsmarlne  had,  therefore,  organized 

In  1920  a  special  mine  coimand.  Raeder  reemphasized  this  development  of 

the  mine  forces,  and  in  1931  the  .first  attempts  at  aerial  mine  delivery 

were  made.  During  tactical  exercises  of  battle  fleet  divisions  and 

squadrons  In  war  gomes  ojiJ  In  i,«mouvres ,  the  fleet  always  took  into 

account  the  possible  Impact  of  mines.  In  addition,  all  cruisers  and 

110 

torpedo  boats  were  equipped  for  mine  warfare. 


482. 


New  tactical  manuals  accompanied  the  navy's  rearmament.111 

Significantly ,  the  manuals  dealing  with  naval -Luftwaffe  cooperation  were 

published  rather  late  (1936  and  1938).  Having  no  naval  air  units  at  its 

disposal,  the  naval  high  command  had  to  rely  on  the  Luftwaffe .  Long 

range  reconnaissance  aircraft  would  have  been  of  extraordinary  value  to 

the  submarines'  tactical  and  operational  efficiency,  but  the  Luftwaffe 

never  showed  any  Interest.  As  Ddnltz  said  at  Nuremher  in  1946,  the 

cooperation  between  the  two  services  was  unsatisfactory  from  the 

beginning  of  the  war  "because  there  was  no  time  and  too  few  planes 
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available  between  1936  and  1939."  Cooperation  between  navy  and  air 
force  was  never  satisfactorily  solved.  The  compromise  reached  between 
the  two  services  at  the  beginning  of  1939  did  not  represent  a  significant 
break-through.  The  staff  of  the  naval  air  forces  with  it  a  coastal  and 
naval  aircraft  was  established  under  a  Luftwaffe  general  serving  with  the 
commander  in  chief  of  the  navy.  The  Luftwaffe  general  was  also  directly 
responsible  to  G&rlng  as  supreme  Commander  of  the  Luftwaffe,  an 
impossible  situation. 

The  special  tactical  and  operational  principles  of  U-boat  warfare 
had  already  been  discussed  early  In  the  interwar  years.  Attempts 
undertaken  with  U-boat  cruisers  and  guide  boats  failed,  resulting  in  the 
ruin  of  tactical  attempts  to  coordinate  attacks  by  groups  of  submarines. 
The  problem  was  recoglnlzed  in  the  twenties.  Night  attacks  against 
convoys  by  submarine  groups  required  highly  efficient  leadership, 
extensive  intelligence  coordination ,  and  tactical  experience.  Ddnltz  as 
leader  of  the  V  boats  adhered  i.o  the  principles  of  the  Mailne- 
Dlenstvorschrift  Nr,  466,  which  had  suggested  in  1928  that  in  the  future 
one  must  provide  for  submarine  mass  attacks  against  convoys . 113  This 
would  depend  entirely  on  the  establishment  of  a  better  system  of  radio 
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The  basic  problem  lay  in  the  communications  between  submarine  and 
land  based  staff's  and  submarines .  Between  1936  and  1939  Don! tz  exercised 
his  submarine  flotillas  in  tactical  manoeuvres  against  warship  convoys 
and  single  merchant  ships.  What  was  the  synthesis  of  Independent 
submarine  tactical  leadership  and  land  based  tactical  and  operational 
direction?  Such  problems  were  still  being  tackled  before  the  war. 
Cooperation  of  submarines  on  their  way  into  action ,  submarine  reconnais¬ 
sance,  and  Ddnltz'  favourite  wolf  pack  tactics  were  exercised .  In  May 
1939  the  fleet  performed  an  extensive  exercise  in  the  Atlantic.  Ddnltz 
felt  that  the  question  of  submarine  tactical  cooperation  was  satisfac¬ 
torily  solved  till  the  outbreak  of  war.  But:  far  less  satisfactory  was 
the  standard  of  Luftwaffe-submarine  cooperation.  Moreover ,  the  problems 
Involved  in  the  tactical  and  operational  direction  of  submarine  warfare 
by  special  pilot  boats  or  by  shore  based  headquarters  was  only  solved 

during  the  war  and  then  it  resulted  in  an  exclusive  land-based  aolu- 
114 

t ion.  But.  In  1939  no  one  in  the  naval  high  command  was  aware  of  the 

grave  handicap  that  an  over-reliance  on  radio  communications  might 

represent .  At  the  beginning  of  the  war  this  handicap  was  not  yet 

apparent.  The  greatest  deficiencies  in  the  navy's  tactical  preparedness 

rested  on  Germany's  unfavourable  geographic  position  with  respect  to 

Britain,  the  complete  underdevelopment  of  cooperation  with  the  Luftwaffe. 

the  absence  of  a  carrier  component  in  the  navy ,  and,  above  all,  in  the 

fact  that  Germany  was  building  the  wrong  fleet  to  fight  Bngl/md. 

These  deficiencies  could  not  be  corrected  by  stres.  lng  the 

importance  of  leadership.  The  general  tactics  manual  (Die  Grundlaaen  der 
115 

Taktlkl  argued  that  the  spirit  of  the  leader  and  the  will  and 
experience  of  German  naval  crews  would  extend  their  ships'  capablll- 
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ties.  The  "value  of  personality *  was  declared  to  be  decisive t 

qualities  of  character  would  weigh  more  than  those  of  Intelligence . 
" Good  old"  military  convictions  mingled  consequently  with  Nazi  Ideology. 
Thus,  the  Germans  hoped  that  tactical  perfor.  nee  and  ideological 
motivation  could  balance  off  strategic  and  operational  disadvantages 
under  which  the  navy  would  have  to  fight. 


The  result  of  German  policy  and  strategy  was  a  war  which  Hitler  as 
well  as  the  military  had  not  Intended  to  fight ,  namely  a  long  war  that 
German  resources  could  not  support.  National  Socialism  believed  that  the 

solution  to  any  problem  lay  In  the  power  of  a  will  that  did  not  shrink 

\ 

from  sacrifices  of  men  and  material.  Theoretically  anything  was  rjosslble 
when  ordered.  I that  made  the  execution  of  Hitler's  goals  practically 
difficult  or  at  any  rate  only  partially  successful  was  the  fundamental 
disparity  between  aims  and  reality.  There  were  too  many  lfs:  If  the 
political  evaluation  had  been  correct ,  the  strategy  would  have  been 
adequate;  if  the  strategy  had  hit  the  nail,  the  operational  effectiveness 
would  have  sufficed;  then,  tactical  readiness  would  not  have  had  tn  rely 
so  much  on  Individual  performance.  Hitler  and  National  loci al Ism  further 
Increased  the  problems  of  a  continental  power  that  had  not  been  able  to 
adjust  Its  continental  and  world  policies  to  the  means  available.  The 
lessons  of  World  War  I  were  learnt  only  by  Individuals  who  were  not  able 
to  guide  German  policy  and  strategies  over  the  long  haul  (Groener  and 
BeckJ  . 

Though  planning  rested  on  an  Inferior  position,  ambitions  fueled 
the  drive  for  greater  goals.  Contempt  for  the  western  deomcratlc 
political  systems  added  to  the  misinterpretations  of  their  political 
options.  The  main  fault  was  that  the  direction  initiated  by  the 
deliberate  overheating  of  Germany' s  rearmament  with  all  Its  economic 
consequences  was  not  reversible  as  long  as  Hitler  controlled  the  state. 
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And  that  overheating  led  Hitler  to  a  greater  a/7d  greater  willingness  to 
gamble  on  military  confrontations  that  led  directly  to  war. 
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MILITARY  EFFECTIVENESS  OF 


ARMED  FORCES  IN  THE  INTBRUAR 
PERIOD ,  1919-1941'.  A  REVISE 

Alvin  D.  COOX 

Introduction 

The  definition  of  the  word  "interwar"  had  a  different  meaning  for 
moat  of  the  seven  military  organizations  under  study.  Though  the  year 
1919  was  the  baseline  for  all,  Japan  had  been  fighting  an  all-out  war 
against  China  since  1937 ;  France  and  Britain  were  at  war  with  Germany  in 
1939;  Italy  entered  the  hostilities  In  1940;  Russia  was  invaded  by 
Germany  in  June  1941;  and  the  United  States  only  went  to  war  in 
December  1941. 

The  cast  of  national  characters  was  Importantly  different  from  the 
alignments  of  the  first  World  War.  Two  victors  of  1918  --  Italy  and 
Japan  --  had  opted  to  reverse  themselves  and  become  the  allies  of  a 
vanquished  state,  Germany.  Russia,  under  new  management  as  the  Soviet 
Union  since  1917,  ended  up  fighting  on  the  same  Allied  side  once  chosen 
by  the  last  Romanov  Tsar.  The  United  States,  too,  found  itself  again  the 


comrade  In  arms  of  its  former  Allies,  England,  France ,  and  Russia. 
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Britain  was  still  a  conti tutlonal  monarchy  in  1939 ,  though  it  had 
had  a  series  of  prime  ministers  between  the  days  of  Lloyd  George  and  of 
Winston  Churchill.  Under  the  Third  Republic  of  France ,  there  had  been  a 
succession  of  premiers  between  Clemenceau  and  Daladier.  In  Japan,  the 
same  Emperor  held  the  Throne;  though  a  general ,  Terauchl,  led  off  the 
period  as  prime  minister.  He  had  had  22  successors  by  1941 ,  the  last 
being  Mother  general ,  To  jo,  by  October  of  that  fateful  year.  In  the 
1920s,  after  Wilson's  presidency,  the  United  States  had  had  Republicans 
Harding,  Coolidge,  and  Hoover  as  chief  executives,  but  the  Democrat 
Franklin  D .  Roosevelt  wan  in  uninterrupted  charge  throughout  the  rest  of 
the  period.  Mussolini  had  been  the  Puce  of  Italy  since  the  early  1920s, 
under  a  silent  monarch;  Hitler  became  the  undisputed  Fuehrer  of  Nazi 
Germany  after  the  failure  of  the  Weimar  Republic  in  the  early  1930s;  and 
Stalin  was  the  dictator  of  the  Soviet  Union  since  the  death  of  Lenin  in 
the  mld-1920s. 
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While  the  period  between  the  wars  can  thus  be  subdivided  on  the 
basis  of  varying  leaders ,  parties,  and  successions ,  a  number  of  signifi¬ 
cant  factors  affected  most  of  the  countries  and  their  armed  forces  in  the 
1920s  and  1930s ,  though  to  a  varying  degree  and  at  somewhat  different 
times : 

1)  Arms  reduction  or  limitation  (Washington  and  London 
Conferences) . 

2)  Reparations  or  war  debts. 

3)  Inflation ,  recession,  and  depression. 

4)  Establishment  of  the  League  of  Nations. 

5)  Introduction  of  a  No -War  agreement  (Kellogg-Briand 
Pact)  . 

6)  Treaties  of  guarantee  (Locarno  Pact) . 

7)  Notions  of  collective  security. 

In  the  absence  of  palpable  foreign  threats  in  the  1920s,  regimes 
generally  found  it  difficult  to  provide  realistic  policy  guidance  or  to 
generate  popular  support  for  large  standing  military  establishments . 
Retrenchment  and  economies  were  the  order  of  the  day,  especially  in  the 
European  nations  that  had  borne  the  brunt  of  the  Great  War.  Even  In 
Japan,  during  the  Indian  summer  of  democracy  in  that  country  several 
years  after  World  War  I,  a  Diet  member  asked  why  arrows  were  needed  when 
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there  were  no  targets.  In  peacetime,  he  argued,  healthy  men  were  more 
recessary  than  healthy  soldiers.  In  the  year  of  the  convocation  of  the 
Washington  Conference,  even  pro-Navy  Japanese  newspapers  began  agitating 
for  an  arms  cutback.1 

Emerging  from  the  abyss  of  the  Great  Depression,  the  have -not 
authoritarian  stages  of  unshackled  Germany  and  vengeful  Italy,  soon 
joined  by  Increasingly  militarized  Japan ,  searched  for  solutions  in 
autarky  and  for  distractions  in  adventurism.  Conscription  provided 
sufficient  numbers  of  men  tor  tJie  self-imposed  requirements  of  their 
ground  forces,  as  for  those  of  recuperating  Russia.  But  the  l/nited 
States  and  Britain  had  reverted  to  small  volunteer  armies,  and  France's 
military  needs  could  barely  be  met  during  the  * hollow  years *  of  the 
1930s ,  when  the  low  birth  rates  between  1914  and  1918  caused  shortfalls 
in  the  classes  called  to  the  colors  twenty  years  later. 

Even  if  the  men  taken  prisoner  or  listed  as  missing  in  action  are 
omitted  from  the  casualty  statistics  for  World  War  I,  the  numbers  of  dead 
and  wounded  are  fearsome  ( with  the  except*  ..  of  Japan,  whose  combat  role 
was  minor ) .  It  was  France  which  had  fared  the  worst  of  the  major  Allies 
--  and  worse  evzn  than  Germany.  About  1.4  million  Frenchmen  had  been 
killed:  4.3  million  wounded.  On  the  Central  Power  side,  Germany  lost  six 
million  men  killed  or  wounded;  Austria-Hungary,  4.8  million,  Among  the 
Allies,  Russian  casualties  totalled  6.7  million  killed  or  wounded; 
British,  3.0  million;  Italian,  1.6  million;  American  360,000. 

From  the  smallest  and  oldest  pool  of  manpower  of  the  Great  Powers, 
France  lost  three  out  of  every  four  men  who  served  In  the  armed  forces. 
Almost  eleven  percent  of  the  active  male  population  had  been  lost  -- 
twice  the  ratio  of  England's  casualties .  Special  age  groups  were  hardest 
hit ;  the  flower  of  French  youth,  the  classes  of  1912-1915 ,  suffered 
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twenty -seven  to  twenty-nine  percent  hilled  or  missing.  France's  losses 

were  so  great  that  in  192 5  its  population  was  smaller  than  in  1914, 

despite  the  return  of  the  provinces  of  Alsace-Lorraine,  hot  merely  were 

there  now  three  Germans  for  every  two  Frenchmen ;  after  the  Reich  absorbed 

Austria  and  the  Sudetenland,  there  would  be  two  German  males  of  military 

2 

age  for  every  Frenchman  of  the  same  age. 

A  war -weakened  demographic  base  inevitably  affects  force  sizes  and 
structures .  In  the  case  of  France,  the  legacy  of  death  and  destruction 
generated  an  Avarice  du  sane  francals  (to  borrow  Daladler's  phrase )  which 
in  turn  bred  pacifism  and  an  aversion  to  struggle.  This  could  be  seen  in 
lnterwar  France's  approach  to  security  and  quest  for  cheap  alternatives. 
At  the  same  time,  France  hesitated  to  make  difficult  decisions  In  the 
face  of  new  external  dangers;  i.e.,  when  total  1  tar lan  Germany  was 
rearming  and  collective  security  tottered.  The  cumulative  burdens, 
aggravated  by  a  lack  of  cohesion,  unity,  and  will,  could  not  he  redressed 
by  appeasement,  by  alliances  built  on  sand,  or  by  ramparts  made  of 
concrete.  Franc's  own  malaise,  however,  resembled  that  of  all  the 
Western  democracies,  including  the  United  States,  when  weighed  against 
the  rapacity  of  the  totaii tarian  powers  in  the  lnterwar  period,  Never  in 
modern  European  history  had  national  moods  been  so  polarized.  The 
consequences  In  the  realms  of  strategic  and  operational  effectiveness  in 
particular  were  therefore  enormous. 


For  the  Great  Powers ,  the  decade  after  World  War  I  entailed  a  need 

to  digest  and  adjust  to  Important  strategic  changes  In  the  political 

topography  of  Europe t  the  Versailles  settlement's  near -elimination  of 

Germany  as  a  military  and  naval  power ,  and  demilitarized  on  of  the 

Rhineland;  the  fragmentation  of  old  Austria-Hungary' a  borders,  the 

redrawing  of  the  map  of  Central  and  Eastern  Europe,  and  the  creation  or 

resuscitation  of  secondary  states  such  as  Czechoslovakia,  Yugoslavia,  and 

Poland;  and  the  exclusion  of  Russia  from  the  councils  of  the  mighty. 

Under  the  circumstances ,  military  planning  on  the  part  of  the  victor 

states  was  geared  to  guaranteeing  the  status  guo  and  maintaining  security 

In  homeland  and  empire.  Threats  to  the  peace  were  of  merely  local  and 

transient  Importance;  e.g.,  the  Greco-Turklsh  hostilities  and  Mussolini' a 

schemes  involving  aggression  against  Core  lea,  Corfu,  Turkey,  and 
3 

Yugoslavia. 

That  the  strategic  balance  was  shifting  ought  to  have  become 
apparent,  In  the  Far  East  by  1928,  after  insubordinate  elements  of  the 
Japanese  Kwantung  Army  in  Manchuria  assassinated  warlord  Marshal  Chang 
Tso-lln ,  eliciting  no  retribution .  But  when  the  old  Marshal's  son.  Chang 
Hsueh  -Hang,  sought  to  solidify  his  succession  by  eliminating  Soviet 
Influence  In  1929,  the  Russians  revealeu  inexpected  recrudescence  of 
strength  by  invading  Manchuria ,  brushing  aside  Chinese  resistance,  and 
bringing  the  young  Marshal  to  heel .  The  fine  hand  of  the  Soviet 
strategist  Blyukher,  an  alumnus  of  the  civil  wars  In  China,  was  apparent. 
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and  it  did  not  take  Jong  for  the  unruly  Kwantung  Army  to  "rectify* 

matters  by  a  pre-emptive  conquest  of  all  Manchuria  on  Japan's  behalf  in 

1931-32.  Blyukher' s  army,  the  conquerors  of  Chang  Hsueh-liang ,  did  not 

a 

raise  a  finger  against  the  Japanese. 

The  Impotence  of  the  League  of  Nations,  In  the  face  of  deliberate 
encroachment  by  a  major  potter,  was  revealed  to  all,  and  the  aggressive 
aspirations  of  Italy  and  Germany  were  soon  vented  on  the  international 
scene,  with  little  effective  resistance  from  any  quarter.  Lord  chatfield 
called  collective  security  "a  heavenly  dream,  as  it  was  the  British 

5 

sailors'  nightmare. “  Counter-alliances  and  cordons  sanl talres 
encompassing  the  Succession  States  and  Poland  achieved  little  in  practice. 

With  the  coming  of  the  1930s,  the  European  democracies  and  America 
were  afflicted  by  economic  woes  and  torn  by  domestic  discontent , 
Franklin  Roosevelt  once  admitted  to  Stalin  that  ’ when  ho  first  became 
President  the  United  States  war  close  to  revolution  because  the  people 
lacked  food,  clothing  and  shelter.’*  The  Western  military  establish¬ 
ments  reflected  the  penury  of  the  era,  with  baleful  effects  on  doctrine 
and  hence  on  strategic  effectiveness.  As  the  French  Colonel  Alorme  put 
It,  " The  past  was  the  guarantor  of  Che  future.  A  few  lacunae  might  have 

7 

to  be  plugged,  but  the  broad  lines  had  been  laid  down." 

There  was  a  contradiction  in  terms  between  the  notion  of  protection 
and  the  practice  cf  isolation  and  defense.  World  War  1  had  ended  with 
the  pendulum  of  tactics  swung  far  toward  the  defensive.  Trench  warfare 
and  the  successful  defense  of  Verdun  had  convinced  the  French  in 
particular  that  passive  defense.  In  positions  supported  by  artillery 
fire ,  was  fa±  superior  to  the  offensive  which ,  as  the  war  seemed  to  show, 
usually  cost  from  three  to  four  times  as  many  casualties  as  did  the 
defense.  Coupled  with  the  general  exhaustion  came  a  revulsion  against 
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the  ell-out  offensive ,  which  was  difficult,  costly,  and  painful.  This 

serenity  derived  from  persistence  in  trusting  In  the  inviolateness  of  the 

continuous  front,  whereas  the  war  had  proved  that  strategic  exploitation 

was  more  difficult  that  the  breakthrough.  Only  the  Germtms  and  the 

Russians  seemed  to  devote  thoroughgoing  consideration  to  full-scale 
9 

offensive  warfare. 

The  successful  French  defense  In  1916  In  Che  forts  of  Verdun 

impressed  even  the  men  who  built  them.  It  was  discovered  that  an 

incredible  amount  of  neavy-callber  bombardment  had  been  withstood  by  the 

concrete  casemates,  even  when  partly  dismantled .  But  it  was  not  or'y  the 

French  who  had  had  favorable  experience  with  fortifications .  The  Germans 

had  similar  success  with  modern  works ,  Feate  Hutzic  and  Fes te  I stein. 

which  sharply  checked  the  French  advance ;  and  the  Turkish  forts  held  at 

the  Dardanelles ,  too.  All  in  all,  military  theorists  such  as  Petain  were 

deeply  affected  by  the  defensive  value  of  deep  underground  chambers 

10 

covered  by  reinforced  concrete. 

Defense  Implied  a  loss  of  Initiative,  but  It  would  save  lives  in 
close  combat.  To  bridge  the  gap  between  the  past  and  the  future  of 
warfare  and  to  make  It  less  abrupt,  materiel  and  fire  power  were  to  be 
substituted  more  and  more  for  Irreplaceable  manpower.  This,  In  part, 
explains  the  genesis  of  the  Haglnot  Line.  "Le  feu  tue. "  Pdr.aln  always 
said.  As  for  Allied  manpower  problems,  the  French  hoped  that  the  British 
and  Belglar.s  ( and  the  Americans?)  would  eventually  help  to  fill  the 
defl  cl  end  es.** 

It  was  Aut  a  short  step  from  the  trust  in  passive  fire  power  to  the 
abdication  of  mobile  maneuver.  De  Gaulle  remarked  that  the  French  Army 
had  been  created  to  fight  on  a  stable  front;  to  which  J.F.C.  Fuller  has 
added  that  the  mistake  was  to  relate  defensive  power  to  “an  offensive 


5 06. 


12 

approaching  obsolescence. " 

De  Gaulle's  counterparts  in  the  new  German  Army  faced  the  same 
resistance  to  innovation.  General  von  Thoma  asserted  that  the 
development  of  armored  forces  * met  with  much  resistance  from  the  higher 
generals  of  the  German  Army ,  as  it  did  in  [the  British  Army],  The  older 
ones  were  afraid  of  developing  such  forces  fast  —  because  they 
themselves  did  not  understand  the  technique  of  armored  warfare,  and  were 
uncomfortable  with  such  new  Instruments .  At  the  best  they  were 

Interested,  but  dubious  and  cautious .  We  could  have  gone  ahead  much 
faster  but  for  their  attitude.*  Von  Klelst  was  a  * converted  sceptic"  who 
had  long  been  a  major  opponent  of  panzers.13  Of  Fritz  Haider  (Chief  of 
the  General  staff,  1936-42) ,  his  successor  Heinz  Guderlan  (1944-4 5)  has 
written:  "[He]  was  an  officer  of  routine,  of  the  old  school.  He  did  the 
inevitable,  nothing  more.  He  did  not  like  panzer  divisions  at  all.  in 
his  mind  the  Infantry  played  the  leading  role  now  and  for  ever." 
Guderlan  did  read  De  Gaulle's  Vers  l'Armee  de  Metier  in  German  transla¬ 
tion  with  great  Interest,  and  was  anxious  to  see  whether  the  French  would 
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accept  De  Gaulle's  concepts.  "Fortunately  they  did  not." 

Part  of  the  problem  in  lnterwar  armed  forces  was  the  misreading  or 

Ignorance  of  relevant  combat  experience  of  the  1930s;  e.g.,  the  Italian 

invasion  of  Ethiopia ,  the  civil  war  in  Spain,  the  Japanese  experiences 

against  China  and  the  Sovle *■  Union.  As  Wesley  Wark.  writes,  the  small 

wars  of  the  1930s  * Introduced  potential  and  unwanted  ambiguity,  by 

multiplying  the  lessons  of  the  past.  [They]  created  a  new  catalogue  of 

war  experience ,  which  had  to  be  made  to  fit  with  the  received  ideas  of 

war  based  on  the  experience  of  the  years  1914  to  1918.  This  served  to 

complicate  the  business  of  'seeing'  these  small  wars  as  they  really 
,15 

were . * 


Although  Italy's  political  victory  over  the  British  In  1936  was  not 

missed  In  the  Host ,  the  course  of  the  Ethiopian  War  received  scant 

study.  The  Italians  themselves  learned  some  wrong  lessons;  e.g .  4  that 

16 

amor  la  an  infantry-support  am.  Foreign  observers  allowed  contempt 

for  the  Italians  to  color  their  few  comments  on  military  performance.  In 

a  secret  British  high  command  meeting  in  September  193&,  MaJ .  Gen,  J.G. 

Dill  called  the  Italian  Army  "technically  highly  developed  and  th 
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officers  keen  ...  but  they  still  remained  Italians." 

The  Spanish  Civil  War  attracted  considerable  attention;  those  who 

learned  most  from  It  were  the  Germans.  Von  Thoma ,  who  commanded  German 

ground  troops  in  Spain ,  regarded  the  war  as  "the  European  Aldershot ,*  and 
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he  taught  Franco  to  use  tanka  in  concentrated  fashion .  The  French 

Army 4  however ,  made  few  efforts  to  derive  new  or  valuable  patterns  from 

the  operations  In  Spain.  Main-stream  French  military  writer •?  preferred 

to  find  Justification  or  vindication  for  their  preconceptions  and 

traditional  views,  specifically  that  modern  battle  remained  the  realm  of 

Infantry  and  that  tanks  were  little  better  than  flaming  coffins  which 

were  Incapable  of  occupying  ground.  The  Spanish  experience  had 

supposedly  disproved  many  of  the  arguments  for  autonomous  mechanized 

units.  Possibilities  of  a  future  Blitzkrieg .  a  war  of  swift  decision , 
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had  been  grossly  exaggerated. 

The  British  military  produced  relatively  better  analyses  of  the 

Spanish  experience  and  accorded  particularly  high  marks  to  the  German 

88-mm.  Rhelnmetall  antiaircraft  guns.  Nevertheless ,  the  British  studies 

were  weakened  by  the  caveat  that  the  results  achieved  in  Spain  fell  “tar 
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short  of  what  should  be  expected  from  first  class  powers."  As  for 
the  Soviet  Union ,  Russian  sources  now  admit  that  their  High  Command  had 
incorrectly  assessed  tie  experience  wltl>  tanks  and  motorized  forces  in 
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Spain,  having  stressed  the  Infantry-support  role. 

The  massive  Japanese  operations  In  China ,  which  raged  for  eight 

years  from  1937  and  involved  all  three  services,  taught  Western  observers 

the  least,  in  part  this  was  attributable  co  the  inaccessibility  of  the 

theater  of  operations ,  but  the  main  reasons  were  a  shared  underestimation 

of  the  Japanese  military  establishment,  prompted  by  racial  and  cultural 

prejudices ;  coupled  with  the  opinion  that  the  Chinese  were  too  archaic  a 

belligerent  to  Justify  serious  study.  As  tor  the  large-scale  experience 

of  the  Japanese  in  small  wars  against  the  USSR  (Changkufeng/Lake  Khasan 

in  1930  and,  in  particular,  Nomonhan/Khalkhin  Gol  in  1939 ),  Western 

intelligence  was  woefully  Inadequate,  and  even  the  Japanese  preferred  to 

draw  largely  irrelevant  lessons.  Only  Zhukov  and  the  Red  Army  learned 

very  much  from  their  combat  in  the  Far  East,  though  even  in  their  case 
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there  was  tardiness  in  application  to  the  European  theater. 

The  strategic  effectiveness  of  major  Interwar  navies  was  generally 
of  a  higher  order  of  magnitude  than  their  ground  counterparts,  but  they 
too  suffered  from  a  number  of  drawbacks:  the  great  expense  of  naval 
vessels  and  equipment  In  a  period  of  economic  austerity ;  obsession  with 
fleet -to- fleet  combat  in  the  tradition  of  Trafalgar  and  Tsushima,  to  the 
detriment  of  the  air  dimension ;  distraction  by  the  old  concept  of  the 
guerre  do  course,  little  combat  experience  employing  the  newest  weapons. 

In  an  era  of  considerable  technological  LUicertainty,  all  air  forces 
qrappled  with  questions  of  conflicting  doctrine:  Douhet's  strategic 
bombing  concept  versus  ground  support  missions;  independence  of  the  air 
arm  or  subordination  to  the  ground  forces.  The  experience  of  Ethiopia , 
Spain,  and  China  again  seemed  Irrelevant  and  atypical,  especially  where 
the  Italians  and  Japanese  were  concerned.  Assessing  the  former,  for 
example ,  the  Chief  of  the  British  Air  Sta ff.  Air  Marshal  Sir  Edward 
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Ellington,  said  that  * the  Italian  airman  might  start  full  of  confidence, 
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but  a  few  knocks  would  soon  reduce  his  enthusiasm. " 

In  short,  interwar  strategic  effectiveness  was  affected  by  the  way 
the  Individual  powers  viewed  hypothetical  enemies,  allocated  precious 
resources  to  the  various  services,  and  interpreted  the  lessons  of  the 
wars  fought  by  them  or  others.  The  victorious  Allies  of  world  War  I 
tended  to  regard  their  conduct  of  operations  in  that  war  to  have  been 
vindicated  by  ultimate  victory.  They  stifled  innovation  and  hoarded  the 
large  Inventories  of  obsolescent  materiel  they  still  retained  from  1918. 

A  defeated  and  fettered  country  such  as  Germany,  however ,  was  not 
saddled  by  huge  stocks  of  Junk  on  which  to  build  a  new  national  military 
establishment.  Nazi  Germany  could  also  start  from  scratch  in  terms  of 
military  doctrine,  and  could  more  easily  extract  relevant  lessons  from 
the  limited  wars  of  the  1930s.  The  centralized  authoritarian  structure 
of  the  German,  Italian,  and  soviet  Russian  states  afforded  them  tighter 
coordination  between  domestic  and  military  policy,  and  better  integration 
of  military  planning  with  foreign  policy  during  most  of  the  two  decades 
after  World  War  I.  They  squeezed  satisfactory  force  size  and  structure 
from  their  demographic  base,  as  did  Japan ;  but  inadequate  reserves  of  raw 
materials  boded  ill  for  Axis  ability  to  wage  protracted  hostilities. 
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ill.  operational  BffctivnM 


Operational  Ineffectiveness  in  the  lnterwar  period  la  usually 
ascribed  to  the  dead  hand  of  trench  warfare  and  massed  artillery  barrages 
so  characteristic  of  World  War  I.  Certainly,  moat  of  the  Western  and 
American  military  leadership  that  sustained  the  first  blows  In  the  Second 
World  War  were  better  prepared  for  war  of  a  1914  style,  whether  the  arena 
be  Belgium,  Holland,  Flanders,  Malaya,  or  Luton,  Just  after  the  Germans 
surged  Into  Poland  in  1939,  General  George  C,  Marshall,  the  new  U,S,  Army 
Chief  of  staff,  confided  to  a  friend i 

The  present  [American]  general  officers  of  the  line  are 
for  the  most  part  coo  old  to  command  troops  in  battle 
under  the  terrific  pressures  of  modern  war.  Many  of 
them  have  their  minds  set  In  outmoded  patterns,  can't 
change  to  meet  the  new  conditions  tftey  may  face  If  we 
become  involved  in  the  war  ...  . 

[They]  are  commanders  whose  minds  are  no  longer  adapt¬ 
able  Co  the  making  of  split-second  decisions  in  the 
fast-moving  warfare  of  today,  [and]  whose  bodies  are  no 
longer  capable  of  standing  up  under  the  demands  of  field 
service.  The  experience  and  Judgment  of  these  older 

officers  can  [best]  be  used  in  training  and  In 
24 

maneuvers . 
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Of  his  own  military  establishment,  De  Gaulle  wrote  that  defeat  was 

the  “ simple  result  of  out-dated  conceptions,  in  whose  name  the  French 

Army  was  prepared  and  commanded  as  if  to  wage  the  preceding  war,  instead 

of  seeing  its  means,  tactics ,  and  strategy  replaced  in  view  of  the  war  of 
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the  future.*  The  British  and  even  the  Germans  called  the  French  Army 
the  strongest  in  western  Europe,  but  in  the  early  1930' s  Soviet  observers 
already  discerned  the  fragileness  of  the  facade  when  they  reported  that 
* most  of  the  French  equipment  is  obsolete  and  cumbrous ,  the  troop  units 
are  slow  in  maneuver,  the  calculations  of  the  high  command  are  too 
pedantic,  and  in  general  the  offensive  power  of  the  army  is 
insufficient . 

A gainst  the  charges  of  military  antiquarian! sm  and  obscurantism,  it 

has  been  argued  that,  In  the  case  of  the  British,  they  might  *have 

performed  far  better  on  the  battlefields  of  World  War  II  had  they 

ruthlessly  prepared  Co  fight  the  last  war.*  As  for  the  Germans' 

Blitzkrieg  victories  early  in  the  Second  World  War,  it  has  also  been 

pointed  out  that  they  *  rested  almost  entirely  on  the  exploitation 

doctrine  of  1918  German  infantry  tactics  and  their  gradual  extension 
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throughout  their  army  in  the  Interwar  period.* 

Nevertheless,  one  detects  a  strong  flavor  of  superficial! ty  and  of 

lip  service  to  modernity  among  the  protestations  of  relevance  on  the  part 

of  lnterwar  theoreticians  and  practitioners .  General  von  Thoma  regarded 

even  De  Gaulle's  lnterwar  writing  as  "rather  ‘fantastical . '  It  did  not 
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give  much  tactical  guidance ,  and  was  rather  up  in  the  clouds.* 

Stalin  claimed  that  the  Russians  were  * bringing  the  motor  to  the 
army *  at  the  very  time  ( January  1941 )  that  Marshal  Kulik,  a  favorite  of 
the  Soviet  dictator,  still  dared  to  argue  for  giant  Infantry  divisions 
and  horse-drawn  transport.  Even  after  Zhukov's  success  with  encirclement 
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and  annihilation  against  the  Japanese  at  Nomonhan  In  1939 ,  Stalin  had 

allowed  himself  to  be  convinced  that  the  Red  Army  should  break  up  the 

existing  mechanized  corps,  whose  origins  went  back  to  the  early  1930s, 

Marshal  Yeremenko  struggled  * to  overcome  conservatism  and  to  Inculcate 

the  military  cadres  with  the  idea  that  tanks  were  an  Independent  arm  and 
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not  an  appendage  of  the  infantry.  * 

The  brilliant  and  Innovative  British  tank  general,  Percy  Hobart, 

was  recalled  from  Egypt  In  1939  In  disgrace,  ending  up  as  a  corporal  in 
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the  Home  Guard  next  year.  Do  Gaulle  and  his  patron  Reynaud  did  not 

win  the  activation  of  the  first  tank  divisions  (D, C. R.'s)  until  World  War 

II  had  broken  out  in  Europe.  The  Initial  two  Japanese  tank  divisions 

were  not  created  till  t he  summer  of  1942. 31 

Operational  effectiveness  was  thus  Influenced  greatly  by  attachment 

to  the  tried  and  true  methods  and  components  of  the  past,  in  1939,  the 

Polish  Army  of  Rydz-Smlgly  had  11  cavalry  brigades  but  only  one 

mechanized  brigade  with  which  to  confront  the  Germans,  who  outnumbered 
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them  by  15,1  in  both  tanks  and  planes.  Duff  Cooper  made  the  apt 

comment  in  193 5  that  asking  British  cavalry  to  trade  horses  for  trucks 

* was  like  asking  a  great  musical  performer  to  throw  away  his  violin  and 
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devote  himself  in  the  future  to  the  gramophone . *  The  new  Japanese 

Infantry  division  which  fought  Zhukov  almost  alone  in  1939  was  supposed 

to  have  been  motorized,  but  it  Included  2,200  horses  in  its  organization. 

When  Japan  was  seriously  considering  war  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  the 

suimer  of  1941,  the  Kwantung  Army  was  reinforced  by  310,000  horses  but  by 

only  6,000  trucks  and  sedans.  Of  course,  Japanese  industrial  output  was 

low  at  the  time,  but  there  is  an  obvious  correlation  here  between 

doctrine  and  manufacture.  Prominent  Japanese  artillery  officers  never 
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ceased  to  extol  horse-drawn  pack  guns  for  line  divisions. 


5 23 . 


In  other  than  the  total! carl an  countries,  the  ground  armies 
struggled  merely  to  survive  during  the  lnterwar  period.  Indeed,  for 
other  than  strictly  professional  reasons ,  the  same  can  be  said  for  the 
Red  Army  In  the  1930s  when  Stalin's  political  purges  ravaged  the  officer 
corps.  German ,  Italian,  and  even  Japanese  officers  had  also  to  maintain 
a  low  profile  vis-a-vis  their  respective  * thought  control •  authorities, 
Under  such  circumstances,  professional  military  controversy  centered  on 
such  limited  topics  as  the  following : 

should  triangular  formations  prevail  over  the  old  square 
formations ? 

How  should  the  movement  of  foot  troops  (the  Queen  of 
Battles ),  cavalry,  and  artillery,  be  coordinated  with 
that  of  mechanized  units? 

What  is  the  optimum  mix  of  tanks,  trucks,  armored  cars, 
and  horses ? 

Ordnance  designers,  always  conservative  and  notoriously  slow  to 
proceed  to  production,  received  discordant  signals  as  to  operational 
requirements ,  warped  In  par t  by  fallacious  lessons  drawn  from  Irrelevant 
small  wars  after  1918,  rhus  the  Japanese  Army ,  whose  hypothetical  enemy 
was  always  the  Soviet  Union  in  the  1930s,  in  practice  found  itself 
constantly  engaged  against  the  Chinese,  who  lacked  armor  and  artillery. 
The  result  was  a  Japanese  emphasis  on  fast  but  flimsy  tankettes  and  on 
ancient,  under-armed  main  battle  tanks  (variants  of  the  Type  89)  which 
were  first  designed  In  1925 ,  had  only  been  accepted  by  the  army  In  1929, 
and  had  performed  satisfactorily  In  Manchuria  In  1931-32.  It  took  the 
army  six  years  before  accepting  the  Type  95  light  tank  in  193 5;  seven 
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years  to  accept  the  best  of  the  Japanese  medium  tanks ,  the  Type  97,  In 
35 

2936. 

The  frustration  of  the  combat  user  with  the  reputed  sloth  of 
ordnance  bureaus  was  no  stranger  to  Americans.  Gen.  George  S.  Patton 
once  exploded  in  typically  colorful  fashion:  * Ordnance  takes  too  God 
Damn  long  seeking  perfection  at  the  expense  of  the  fighting  men  and  you 
can  tell  that  to  anyone  at  Ordnance."36 

Alt  forces  and  navies  exuded  more  so-called  glamour  and  were 
generally  at  a  higher  level  of  readiness  and  training  than  ground  armies 
In  the  interwar  decades.  Operational  effectiveness  was  impeded ,  however, 
by  fiscal  constraints  and  by  a  lack  of  agreement  as  to  doctrine.  Xn  the 
case  of  the  air  forces,  mission  and  organization,  and  consequently  the 
need  for  specific  types  of  aircraft,  remained  unclear  --  and  the  small- 
war  experience  cast  fuzzy  light.  The  public's  fancy  was  caught  by  the 
daring  peacetime  exploits  of  Itaiian,  Russian,  American,  Japanese,  and 
French  aviators;  by  goodwill  flights  across  Che  oceans  and  between  hemi¬ 
spheres;  by  long-range  races;  and  by  distant  explorations.  But  military 
air  experts  were  troubled  by  Innumerable  questions  that  vexed  them  as 
well  as  officers  of  sister  services i 

What  was  the  proper  balance  between  air  speed,  load, 
weapons ,  and  armor ? 

Had  the  advent  of  the  bomber  nullified  the  role  of  the 
Interceptor 7 

Should  aircraft  be  the  handmaiden  of  ground  armies  (and 
navies)  or  the  sword  of  an  Independent  strike  force? 
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The  theoretical  framework  within  which  most  air  forces  operated  in 
the  lnterwar  years  was  close  cooperation  with  ground  armies  in  the  same 
general  battle.  But  the  general  mission  —  destruction  of  land  and 
airborne  targets ,  and  the  search  for  and  transmission  of  information  — 
precluded  the  development  of  one  type  of  plane  to  fulfill  all 
requirements.  Consequent  operational  specialisation ,  however,  still 
permitted  the  attainment  of  other  portions  of  the  general  mission,  for 
only  materiel  was  the  main  limiting  factor  in  exploiting  effectiveness 
and  range  of  action.  To  give  the  Air  Command  the  greatest  possibilities 
for  maneuver,  each  warplane  should  preferably  Incorporate  a  practical 
radius  of  action  that  would  correspond  to  the  distance  of  the  farthest 
Important  target.  Somehow,  the  highest  speed  was  to  be  synchronized  with 
the  maximum  armament  and  the  most  useful  weight. 

In  other  words,  specialization  was  to  accongpany  homogeneity  --  an 

impossible  task.  A  French  Army  of  the  Air  was  formally  created  in  2933 

but,  as  De  Seversky  wrote,  it  was  merely  * the  semblance  of  a  separate  Air 

Force ,  as  a  concession  to  modernity; '  the  French  did  not  have  theJr 
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hearts  in  it.  Eventually,  the  French  developed  six  naval  and  eight 

military  air  categories ,  the  latter  comprising  strategic  reconnaissance , 

tactical  reconnalsmce ,  day  bombing,  night  bombing,  * artillery ,*  attack, 

pursuit,  and  interception.  Flying  these  missions  were  sixty  different 

plane  models  and  prototypes.  To  cite  but  one  example ,  the  Amlot  143  was 

first  designed  in  1926,  was  put  into  production  in  1933,  and  was  still  in 

service  in  1940.  in  Germany,  the  lead  time  for  the  introduction  of 
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aircraft  averaged  12-18  months.  The  Japanese  Army  Air  Force,  in  an 
effort  to  fill  a  gap  where  heavy  bombers  were  concerned,  purchased  gas-- 
guzzling  Flat  BP-20s  and  directly  Incorporated  them  into  operational 
flying  units.39 


Air  Marshal  Trenchasd  of  the  Royal  Mr  Force  once  said  that  the 

great  military  strength  of  the  Germans  derived  From  the  fact  that  " they 

have  ruthlessly  discarded  outworn  naval  and  military  traditions,  have 

allotted  to  ale  power  its  proper  share  in  their  plans t  and  have  remolded 

their  naval  and  military  technique  to  suit  the  conditions  of  the  air 
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age . *  on  the  Allied  side  stood  " a  church,  in  the  eyes  of  which  there 

Appear  as  heretics  all  the  arms  which  aspire  to  equip  tht'lr  units  with 
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the  flying  materiel  necessary  to  the  accomplishment  ot  their  mission.  *• 

The  necessity  of  air  control  as  the  sine  qua  non  for  successful  ground 
operations  was  not  clearly  grasped.  Anachronism,  inflexibility .  and 
quantitative  inferiority  made  for  a  deadly  brew  in  the  face  of  resurgent 
German  and  underrated  Japanese  air  power. 

in  the  naval  sphere,  the  Western  democracies  and  the  united  states 
operated  from  a  sounder  existing  base,  although  their  resources  were 
taxed  by  challenges  around  the  world,  from  the  Mediterranean  to  the  Far 
Fast.  Improvements  had  been  made  since  1918,  but  a2.l  navies  tended  to 
underestimate  the  threat  posed  by  submarines  and  aircraft,  preferring 
Instead  to  emphasise  decisive  fleet  versus  fleet  action  centering  on 
battleships,  rather  than  the  tedious  task  of  guarding  slew  convoys.  The 
world's  Number  3  navy,  that  of  Japan ,  was  as  blameworthy  in  this  respect 
as  the  Anglo-Saxon  powers,  although  desperation  forced  able  Admiral 
isoroku  Yaisamoto  .to  develop  plana  for  a  daring ,  hither  to-untried 
carrier -centered  task  force  strike  against  the  heart  of  the  u'.S.  Pacific 
Fleet  In  1941.  Italy's  uneven  naval  buildup,  stressing  submarines  and 
unemployed  battleships,  posed  a  particular  threat  to  parity-saddled 

France,  iut  Mussolini  consistently  turned  down  the  idea  of  building  an 
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aircraft  carrier. 
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Envisaging  trana -Pacific  aasult  landing  operations  in  the  event  of 

hostilities  against  Japan,  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps  was  the  world  leader  in 

developing  amphibious  doctrine  and  maintaining  a  fighting  edge  in  that 

sphere,  Surprisingly,  as  late  as  Japan's  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor,  neither 

the  Japanese  Army  nor  Navy  had  any  comprehension  of  the  mission  or 

organization  of  the  U.S .  Marines.  Reflecting  their  spotty  operational 

intelligence  capability ,  the  Japanese  continued  to  regard  the  Marines  as 

comparable  to  their  own  Naval  Landing  Parties ,  which  were  Intended  to  do 

little  more  than  send  bluejackets  ashore  to  protect  lives  and  property  in 
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endangered  foreiqn  port  cities.  Emerging  U.S.  Marine  Corps  doctrine 
contributed  to  the  eventual  operational  success  against  Japan  in  the 
island  and  atoll  fighting  that  would  characterize  the  war  in  the  central 
and  western  Pacific, 


In  the  training  of  their  armed  forces  during  the  lnterwar  period, 

all  the  powers  played  up  their  presumable  national  dlstlrttlveness  and 

played  down  the  abilities  of  potential  enemies.  They  were  often 

painfully  wrong  on  both  counts.  Hitler  spoke  of  “blond  beasts  of  prey “ 

devouring  Untermenschen ,  and  Mussolini  described  his  “ gallant ,  restless 

44 

arid  bitter  youth  who  face  the  dawn  of  a  new  history 

Their  enemies,  to  the  Axis,  were  “worms.  “  To  rate  the  foe  too 

highly,  the  chief  of  the  Japanese  Army  General  Staff  once  explained, 

tended  to  breed  defeatism  and  cowardice  and  to  erode  friendly  forces' 

morale.  According  to  a  widely  read  Japanese  general,  “in  point  of 

discipline  and  skill  In  the  art  of  war,  the  Americans  are  the  worst  of 

all  the  nationalities .  Moreover,  the  method  of  command  adopted  by  the 

American  officers  Is  Infantile  compared  with  that  of  the  Japanese  Army . “ 

Chinese  soldiers  were  no  better  than  bandits  In  official  uniforms ,  and 
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Russians  resembled  the  clods  of  190 S. 

Allied  intelligence  evaluations  of  potential  enemies  were  similarly 
shallow,  particularly  vis-a-vis  the  Italians  and  the  Japanese,  reflecting 
both  ignorance  and  contempt,  in  the  case  of  the  Russians,  problems  of 
Ideological  hostility  were  aggravated  by  geographical  remoteness. 
Roosevelt  once  reminisced  about  a  day  In  the  rummer  of  1933  when  “his 
wife  had  gone  down  in  the  country  to  open  a  school,  and  on  the  wall  there 
had  been  a  map  which  there  had  been  a  great  blank  space.  He  said  the 
teacher  had  told  his  wife  that  It  was  forbidden  to  speak  about  this 


place ,  and  this  place  had  been  the  Soviet  Union. 
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Ignorance  and  misperceptions  of  friends  and  foes  were  perpetuated 
at  tactical  levels.  Though  ordinarily  good  at  the  technical  level  of 
Interception  and  decrypting  of  messages ,  understaffed  and  poorly  regarded 
intelligence  organizations  tended  to  be  weak  in  handling  human 
Intelligence  and  target  analysis.  Logistical  duty  was  also  no  plum  in 
any  of  the  Interwar  armed  forces.  By  and  large,  operations  was  the 
favorite  assignment  in  every  army  and  navy,  down  to  the  unit  level. 

Tactical  concepts,  in  many  ways,  had  not  progressed  in  armies  since 
1914,  let  alone  1918,  and  had  not  made  the  transition  from  the  era  of 
railway  war  to  that  of  petrol  war.  Critics  of  British  Army  training  and 
tactics  insisted,  as  late  as  1940,  that  " Charge  of  the  Light  Brigade 
thinking "  still  largely  governed  "drill,  discipline,  the  aims  and  methods 
of  commanders,  and  the  attitude  of  the  men  commanded."  The  Cavalru 
Training  f Mechanized)  Manual  of  1937  continued  to  encourage  officers  to 
"hunt  and  ride  across  country"  in  order  to  develop  faculties  of  quick 
action  and  rapid  decision.  While  the  Germans  were  being  taught  that 
"attack  is  fire  that  advances,  defense  is  fire  that  counterattacks .  * 
British  soldiers  were  still  learning  that  infantry  Is  the  force  that 
closes  with  the  enemy  with  fixed  bayonets.  Why  guard  Whitehall  with 

bayonets  against  paratroopers  who  would  be  armed  with  submachine  guns, 
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machine  pistols,  and  grenades ? 

French  motions  of  armored  usage  evince  a  neanderthal  quality  at  the 
tactical  level.  Packets  of  eight  to  ten  infantry  tanks  (at  best)  were 
assigned  to  French  infantry  divisions ,  in  the  face  of  the  500-plus 
armored  vehicles  contained  in  a  German  Panzer  division.  Six  years  after 
he  had  written  Vers  1‘Armee  de  Metier  in  1934 ,  De  Gaulle  was  still 
pleading  for  the  autonomous  employment  of  tanks. 
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But  Gen.  Narcisse  Chauvineau ,  in  his  Ironically  titled  yet  best¬ 
selling  line  invasion  est-elle  encore  possible?  (1939),  derided  mechanized 
forces  as  ‘Sancho  Panzas too  weighted  down  to  fight.  Chauvineau 
likened  armored  columns  to  the  cavalry  raiders  of  old  —  a  passing  storm 
causing  monetary  alarm  and  some  damage,  but  dangerously  weakened  by  risks 
and  losses.  The  tank  itself,  a  machine  forced  to  stumble  on  relentlessly 
"like  the  wandering  Jew ‘  until  it  ran  out  of  fuel,  "cannot  be  something 
to  fear."  Offensive  tanks  had  failed  miserably;  they  were  much  too 
expensive  an  investment  in  folly .  If  nations  could  not  afford  to  have 

swarms  of  naval  cruisers,  jeered  Chauvineau,  how  could  they  possibly 
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afford  to  build  useless  thousands  of  land  cruisers?  Marshal  Petaln 
applauded  Chauvineau' s  supposed  sagacity.  This  was  the  dogmatic 
atmosphere  enveloping  French  tank  crews  at  the  tactical  level  on  the  eve 
of  World  War  IT.  The  argumentation  was  not  unrepresentative  of 
tacticians  in  other  armies. 

In  general,  it  can  be  said  that  tactical  leadership  in  armies  was 
best  at  the  Junior  levels.  For  example,  German  combat  veterans  typically 
called  the  middle  rungs  of  the  Soviet  ladder  of  command  “shaky,"  for 
commanders  of  that  rank  feared  t heir  superiors  more  than  they  feared  the 
enemy.  German  depictions  of  Pusslan  soldiery  Included  “soulless 

indifference ..  something  more  than  fatalism,"  "extraordinary  stolidity," 
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"unquestioning  obedience,"  and  "susceptibility  to  surprise."  Peace¬ 
time  training  and  exercises  at  small-unit  level  were  adequately  conducted 
by  the  Germans,  British,  Japanese,  and  Americans,  though  many  shortcom¬ 
ings  were  evident  (especially  in  Joint  operations) ,  and  much  was  made  of 
spit  and  polish ,  except  among  the  deceptively  sloven  Japanese. 

Small-unit  ground  and  air  combat  was  experienced  Jn  the  lnterwar 
years,  to  varying  extent,  by  French,  British ,  and  Italian  tactical 
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elements  in  colonial  areas;  by  the  Germans ,  Italians ,  and  Russians  in 
Spain;  by  the  Japanese  In  china ;  and  by  the  Russians  and  Japanese  along 
the  Manchurian  and  North  Korean  frontiers.  Hhen  suitably  motivated , 
armed,  and  commanded ,  all  of  these  forces  fought  satisfactorily ,  although 
foreign  critics  often  cast  aspersions  on  the  performance  of  the  Italians, 
Japanese,  and  Russians  in  particular.  The  United  States  armed  forces 
fought  no  major  operations  during  the  lnterwar  period ;  the  army  was 
ranked  No,  20  In  size  In  the  world  as  of  1939,  smaller  than  the  armies  of 
Sweden,  Switzerland,  Portugal ,  and  Greece. 

Levels  of  peactlme  competence  and  innovation  extended  to  high  ranks 

among  the  naval  powers,  expecially  the  British ,  American,  and  Japanese 

navies,  air  forces,  being  newer,  without  tradition,  and  perhaps  more 

confused  in  terms  of  doctrine  and  material,  took  longer  to  develop  sound 

commandshlp  at  all  levels.  The  French  never  did.  one  air  officer  wrote 

that  In  an  environment  of  " closed  Venetian  blinds,  [there  worked]  only 

subordinates  chosen  for  their  deference  and  their  ability  to  parrot 

doctrine ."  Ostracism  resulted  for  "all  those  who,  by  experience  or 

reasoning,  did  not  share  the  official  ideas."  In  practice,  an  abyss 

SO 

separated  pilots  from  staff  officers.  indeed,  even  senior  commanders 
in  the  Japanese  Army  Air  Force  typically  had  never  served  in  an  air  crew. 

Tactical  effectiveness  was  more  clouded  in  the  realm  of  emerging 
technologies  and  weapons  systems.  Throughout  the  period,  question  marks 
particularly  surrounded  the  roles  to  be  played  In  a  future  war  by 
aircraft,  armor,  submarines,  and  poison  gas.  As  for  specific  armies  and 
navies,  objectively  speaking,  the  least  was  known  abroad  concerning  the 
Russians  and  the  Japanese,  which  was  the  way  they  wanted  it.  For  better 
or  for  worse ,  both  of  these  military  establishments  would  most  astonish 
the  world  when  "interwar"  became  "wartime"  for  them  in  1941 . 
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